Descriptive Study of New Jersey's System for External Foster Care Case Review by Murray, Louise
A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY 
OF NEW JERSEY'S SYSTEM FOR 
EXTERNAL FOSTER CARE CASE REVIEW 
Louise Murray 
Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of Doctor of Social Welfare 
in the School of Social Work 
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY 
1982 
D. S. W. converted to Ph. D. in 2011 
A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY 
OF NEW JERSEY'S SYSTEM FOR 
EXTERNAL FOSTER CARE CASE REVIEW 
Louise Murray 
Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of Doctor of Social Welfare 
in the School of Social Work 
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY 
1982 
D. S. W. converted to Ph. D. in 2011 
ABSTRACT 
A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY OF NEW JERSEY'S SYSTEM FOR EXTERNAL 
FOSTER CARE CASE REVIEW 
LOUISE MURRAY-
Effective October 1, 1978, New Jersey mandated inde-
pendent review of all out-of-home placements supervised and 
approved for payment by the Division of Youth and Family 
Services (DYFS). The law authorized each county's Superior 
Court Assignment Judges to appoint five-member Child Place-
ment Review Boards who must make recommendations to the 
judge within 45 days of the child's entry into care; all 
cases must be reviewed at             annually. 
Semi-structured telephone interviews with members of 
36 Boards and 26 persons from DYFS some two years after re-
view was implemented indicated that the Boards'varied greatly 
in the degree to which they exercised their authority. 
Boards which assumed an independent role were more likely 
to 1) require DYFS workers to give testimony on all cases; 
2) meet weekly; 3) review at least 12 cases at each meeting; 
4) have contact with their judge; and 5) reschedule cases 
before the next mandated annual review. This latter prac-
tice, cOr.\Iilonly known as "re-review" or "relist", probably 
did more to demonst'rate the Boards' independent role than 
formal disagreements with DYFS. Formal disagreements were 
relatively infrequent, presumably because most children were 
in the only care arrangement possible. Re-review, on the 
other hand, recognized the impracticability of immediate 
return home or adoption but held DYFS accountable for taking 
timely action to ensure permanence for children. 
The study described the various ways local DYFS offices 
prepared for review and local Roard-DYFS relationships. 
The impact of review was considered by eliciting re-
spondents' assessments of review. All 36 Board respondents 
and all but four DYFS respondents felt that DYFS gave more 
careful attention to case planning because they knew they 
would have to report to an outside body. Fourteen Board 
respondents and 24 DYFS liaisons identified at least one 
disadvantage. 
The study concludes with an endorsement for independent 
review and offers recommendations for strengthening it. The 
study recommends that further research be undertaken to more 
rigorously study the effects of review. 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
I am most grateful to my advisor, Professor David 
Fanshel, for his suggestions in approaching this study and 
for his insights in interpreting my findings. I considered 
it a privilege to work with him. 
At the time I was selecting a project to fulfill the 
requirements for doctoral study, I had the good fortune to 
meet Dr. r·1elvin Herman, Visiting Professor at Columbia. 
Dr. Herman has a longstanding interest in external review 
mechanisms and he was most encouraging that I undertake this 
project. He also put me in contact with Bernice L. Manshel, 
Director of New Jersey's Division of Youth and Family 
Services (DYFS)i Richard O'Grady, Deputy Director of DYFS 
and Virginia Coon, DYFS Central Office Coordinator for 
Child placement Review. All three were most helpful and 
f1rs. 1-1anshel made it possible for me to interview key DYFS 
people at the county level. 
Special thanks to the Board members and DYFS personnel 
who gave of their time to be interviewed. I also appreciate 
the invitation extended by Corrine F. Driver, Chairperson of 
i 
INFORMATION TO USERS 
This reproduction was made from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming. 
While the most advanced technology has been used to photograph and reproduce 
this document, the quality of the reproduction is heavily dependent upon the 
quality of the material submitted. 
The following explanation of techniques is provided to help clarify markings or 
notations which may appear on this reproduction. 
1. The sign or "target" for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photographed is "Missing Page(s)". If it was possible to obtain the missing 
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages. This 
may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating adjacent pages 
to assure complete continuity. 
2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark, it is an 
indication of either blurred copy because of movement during exposure, 
duplicate copy, or copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed. For 
blurred pages, a good image of the page can be found in the adjacent frame. If 
copyrighted materials were deleted, a target note will appear listing the pages in 
the adjacent frame. 
3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photographed, 
a definite method of "sectioning" the material has been followed. It is 
customary to begin filming at the upper left hand corner of a large sheet and to 
continue from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. If necessary, 
sectioning is continued again-beginning below the first row and continuing on 
until complete. 
4. For illustrations that cannot be satisfactorily reproduced by xerographic 
means, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and inserted 
into your xerographic copy. These prints are available upon request from the 
Dissertations Customer Services Department. 
5. Some pages in any document may have indistinct ·print. In all cases the best 
available copy has been filmed. 
University Micrdilms International 
300 N. Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, MI48106 
PLEASE NOTE: 
In all cases this material has been filmed in the best possible way from the available copy. 
Problems encountered with this document have been identified here with a check mark_../_. 
1. Glossy photographs or pages __ 
2. Colored illustrations, paper or print __ 
3. Photographs with dark background __ 
4. Illustrations are poor copy __ 
5. Pages with black marks, not original copy __ 
6. Print shows through as there is text on both sides of page __ 
7. Indistinct, broken or small print on several pages-L-
8. Print exceeds margin requirements __ 
9. Tightly bound copy with print lost in spine __ 
10. Computer printout pages with indistinct print __ 
'1. Page(s) lacking when material received, and not available from school or 
author. 
12. Page(s) seem to be missing in numbering only as text follows. 
13. Two pages numbered . Text follows. 
14. Curling and wrinkled pages_ 




the Child Placement Advisory Council, inviting me to the two 
conferences sponsored by the Council. 
And finally to my family and friends. Ruth Apgar for 
typing; my husband, Tom Hoffman, who is also a survivor of 
doctoral study and, my son, Charles. Indeed Charles was most 

















LIST OF TABLES 
COMPARISON OF KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF FOUR STATES' 
SYSTEMS WHICH USE CITIZEN BOARDS-TO REVIEW FOSTER 
CARE CASES 
                        OF SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF CHILD 
PLACEMENT REVIEW BOARD MEMBERS 
COMPARISON OF RACIAL BACKGROUND OF CHILD 
PLACEMENT REVIEW BOARD MEMBERS WITH THAT OF 
COUNTIES AND YOUNGSTERS IN DYFS PLACEMENT 
COMPARISON OF TIME OF CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW 
MEETING AND DYFS PRESENCE 
INDEX OF ACTIVISM OF CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW 
BOARDS 
COMPARISON OF ACTIVISM SCORES OF BOARDS BY SIZE 
AND BY PRESENCE OF A SOCIAL WORKER 
DISTRICT OFFICE LIAISONS' ASSESSMENT OF STAFF'S 
ATT"lTUDE TOWARDS CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW 
COMPARISON OF DYFS-BOARD RELATIONSHIPS AND 
DISTRICT OFFICE LIAISONS' ASSESSMENT OF STAFF'S 
ATTI'rUDE TOWARDS CHILD PLACEMENT REVIE\'J 
COMPARISON OF STAFFING ARRANGEMENTS FOR NEW 
JERSEY'S CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW BOARDS 
Cor1PARISON OF TIME BOARDS l1ET AND BOARD MEMBERS 
CONTACT WITH THEIR JUDGE 
CLASSIFICATION OF BOARD-DYFS RELATIONSHIPS 
COMPARISON OF BOARD RESPONDENTS' ASSESSMENT OF 
THEIR DISTRICT OFFICE'S OVERALL PERFORMANCE AND 
THEIR ASSESSMENT OF THEIR RELATIONSHIP WITH DYFS 
COHPARISON OF DYFS DISTRICT OFFICE LIAISONS' 
ASSESSMENT OF THEIR RELATIONSHIPS WITH THE BOARD 
AND THEIR OBSERVATION OF BOARD IMPOSING MIDDLE 
CLASS VALUES ON CLIENTS 
COf.lPARISON OF BOARD-DYFS RELATIONSHIPS AND 
ACTIVISI-1 OF BOARDS 
iii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
LIST OF TABLES 
CHAPTER 
I BACKGROUND OF NEW JERSEY'S SYSTEM FOR 





OVERVIEW OF REVIEW MECHANISf.1S UTILIZED 
IN PUBLIC SOCIAL WELFARE PROGRAMS 
public Welfare Review 
Police Reviews 
Medical Reviews 
Foster Care Review 
perspectives on Review Systems 
Issues to Be Studied 
STUDY PURPOSE AND METHOD 
Rationale for Interviewing 
Sample Selection 
pretesting Interview Guide 
Experience with Interviewing 
Analysis of Data 
CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW JERSEY'S CHILD 
PLACEMENT                 BOARDS MEr-1BERS 
Training for r-1embers of Child 

























Table of Contents (cont'd) 
CHAPTBR 
V CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW JERSEY'S CHILD 
PLACEMENT REVIEW BOARDS 
VI 
VII 
Description of Activism Index Used 
to Characterize Boards 
Factors Associated with Board's Activism 
Summary 
DYFS DISTRICT OFFICES' RESPONSE TO 
CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW 
Obstacles to Implementing Child 
placement Review 
District Office Liaisons' Assessment 
of Staff's Attitude Towards Review 
General Description of District 
Office Liaisons 
District Offices' Internal Procedures 
for Managing Child placement Review 
Frequency of DYFS Testimony to Child 
placement Review Boards 
The Adoption Resource Centers' (ARC's) 
Involvement with Child placement 
Review 
Summary 
THE ROLE OF THE JUDICIARY IN CHILD 
PLACEMENT REVIEW 
Staffing patterns for Child placement 
Review Boards 
The Judiciary's Influence in Defining 
the Scope of Child Placement Review 
Judges' Relationships with Child 



















Table of Contents (cont'd) 
CHAPTl::R 




JUdicial Delays in Approving Board 
Recommendations 
Judge's Overruling of Board 
Recommendations 
Judicial Involvement with Parents 
Summary 
A COMPARISON OF BOARD AND DYFS PERSPECTIVES 
ON FOSTER CARE PLANNING 
Importance of Natural Parents 
Assessment of Foster Parents 
Cross-Religious placements 
Appropriateness of Long Term Foster 
Care 
Summary 
CASES \'JHICH ILLUSTRATE BOARDS' DISSAPPROVAL 
OF DYFS CASE PLANS 
Boards' Disapproval of DYFS plans for 
Return Home 
Boards' Disapproval of DYFS plans 
for Adoption 
Boards' Disapproval of DYFS plans 
for Long Term Foster Care 
Boards' Disapproval of DYFS plans 
for Residential Care 
Boards' Disapproval of DYFS plans 



















Table of Contents (cont'd) 
CHAPTER 
- -IX- - CASES WHICH ILLUSTRATE BOARDS-'DISSAPPROVAL -OF 
DYFS CASE PLANS 
CHAPTER 
Counties with Little or No 
Disagreements 
Summary 
X RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN LOCAL CHILD 
PLACEMENT REVIEW BOARDS AND DYFS 
DISTRICT OFFICES 
XI 
Counties Where Board-DYFS Relationships 
Were Classified As Combative 
Counties Where Board-DYFS Relationships 
Were Classified As Contentious 
Counties Where Board-DYFS Relationships 
Were Classified As Occassionally 
Strained 
Counties Where Board-DYFS Relationships 
Were Classified As Neutral 
Counties Where Board-DYFS Relationships 
Were Classified As Cordial 
Counties Where Board-DYFS Relationships 
Were Classified As Highly positive 
Factors Associated With Respondents' 
Assessment of Board-DYFS 
Relationships 
Summary 
IMPACT OF CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW 
Respondents' Assessments of The 
Advantages of Child Placement 
Review 
Respondents' Descriptions of Cases 
Where Child Placement Review 

















Table of Contents (cont'd) 
CHAPTER 
XI Il4PACT OF CHILD PLACEMENT                
CHAPTER 
Respondents' Assessments of The 
Disadvantages of Child 
placement Review 
Summary 
XII SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMHENDATlm!S 













INTRODUCTION: BACKGROUND OF NEW JERSEY'S 
SYSTEM OF CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW- ---
Wide spread recognition of the large numbers of 
children entrapped in foster care has led to various efforts 
to improve child welfare services. In the last decade, 
there has been an increasing interest in strengthening ser-
vices to families so that placement can be averted. 
Concurrently, there has also been interest in facilitating 
adoption for children whose families cannot resume care 
rather than having them remain in indeterminate long term 
foster care. Whereas heretofore adoption was generally con-
sidered only for healthy, white infants whose mothers surren-
dered them at birth, today adoption is the plan of choice 
for most children whose families cannot resume care. 
The emergence of s-tate mandat-ed formal systems for 
foster care review is another response reflecting the dis-
satisfaction with foster care. To date, approximately 20 
states require the judiciary to assess the appropriateness 
of the public child welfare agency's (or that of its 
designee) case plan;l while other states, such as South 
I Jan Park Cutler and Richard vl. Bateman, "Foster Care 
Review:Can It Make a Difference?", Public Welfare, vol. 
39, No.4, (Fall 1980) pp. 45-51. 
Carolina and Maryland, have established citizen panels to 
monitor case planning. l A few state public child welfare 
programs have developed administrative review systems which 
reflect a form of self-monitoring. In these instances, the 
traditional caseworker/supervisor review of case plans has 
been expanded, so that agency staff who are not directly 
responsible for service delivery are included in periodic 
assessments of each child's plan. 2 
Despite considerable variety in these systems, they 
share the common characteristic of serving as a "quality-
control" mechanism to ensure that children do not remain 
unnecessarily in foster care for protracted periods of time. 
Moreover, the judicial and citizen panel review systems also 
imply that society has lost faith in the public agency's 
ability to provide appropriate services. While societal 
disfavor with bureaucracies is certainly not unique to child 
welfare service systems, the development of procedures for 
independent review does signify a significant shift in the 
public's attitude about professional autonomy in this ser-
vice area. 
Rather than allow the child welfare professionals to 
have carte blanche in making case assessments and providing 
1 Jon R. Conte, Shirley M. Buttrick, Gaylord Gieske, A 
Qualitative Evaluation of Citizen's Review Board's Tn 
Four States, (Mimeo) Center for Social policy and 
Research, University of Illinois at Chicago Circle and 
League of Women voters of Illinois, January 1981. 
2 cutler, op cit, p. 45. 
2 
service, the public seeks to impose detailed scrutiny of all 
major decisions affecting children in foster care. Although 
most advocates are hopeful that such intensive monitoring 
will be a force for permanence planning, some are pessi-
mistic that a sluggish system can change for children. 
Those who are less hopeful about the benefits of independent 
review point out that concern about "turf" problems may 
preclude bringing into being any real improvements in foster 
care service. The ability of outside monitoring systems to 
effect systemic reform is a matter of concern and helped 
motivate the study to be reported here. 
To date, there is one major study which has examined 
how children have fared by having their cases reviewed. The 
quasi-experimental study, reported by Festinger,l fOllowed a 
sample of 426 children in New york City four years after the 
state mandated judicial review in 1971. The study concluded 
that outside review had stimulated permanence planning pri-
marily because a significant number of pre-school aged 
children were adopted as an apparent consequence of the 
review process. 
virtually all those who favor independent review argue 
that a primary advantage of the introduction of such over-
sight activity is its "sentinel effect". That is, by 
requiring workers to document their case plans to an outside 
I Trudy Bradley Festinger, liThe New York Review of Children 
in Foster Care", Child Welfare, LIV, 4 (April 1975), pp. 
211-244. 
3 
body, they are forced to be more thoughtful and thorough 
about case planning. It is hoped that as a result of having 
to report to an outside body agencies will feel impelled to 
deliver more intensive service to children and families. l 
The federal government has evidently become impressed 
with the merits of formal foster care review. In 1980, 
Congress passed PL 96-272, which requires a review, open to 
the participation of the parents of the foster child, be 
conducted at least every six months. It also                   that 
a dispositional hearing be held within 18 months of the ori-
ginal placement. The law further specifies that at least 
one               not responsible for service delivery to either 
the child or the parent serve on the review panel. 
This study describes New Jersey's experience with inde-
pendent case review. Effective October 1, 1978, the State 
of New Jersey mandated such review of all out-of-home place-
ments supervised and approved for payment by the state1s 
public child welfare agency, the Division of Youth and 
Family Services (DYFS). The New Jersey law, commonly known 
as the Ch ild placement Review Act (CPRA), requires a 
designated judge in each county Juvenile and Domestic 
Relatons (JDR) Court to determine whether the out-of-home 
placement is in the child's best interests. This hearing 
must take place within 15 days of a child's entry into care. 
1 Conte, op             Barbara Chappell, "Organizing Periodic 
Review in Foster Care. The South Carolina Study," Ch ild 
Welfare, LIV, 7 (July 1975) pp. 482-486. 
4 
The law also                   the Superior Court Assignment 
Judge to appoint a five-member citizen review board, one .for 
each judge. It is expected that these Child placement 
Review Boards will be representative of the community with 
respect to their racial, religious, economic and geographic 
composition. For new cases, the Board must review placement 
within 45 days after a child enters care. It is further 
required that all cases be reviewed at least annually. At 
these reviews, the Board must consider the appropriateness 
of the plan promulgated for the child, and whether the 
actions undertaken by DYFS are consonant with the specified 
plan. In both the 4S-day and annual reviews, the Child 
placement Review Boards are required to make a recommen-
dation to the JDR Court, which has the final authority to 
approve or disapprove the plan. It should be noted that the 
law allows that a parent, a child or the DYFS disagreeing 
with a Board recommendation may request a summary hearing 
before the judge who makes the final decision. 
The act also allows considerable autonomy to the JDR 
judges in the manner of implementing child placement review. 
The judiciary is responsible for developing procedures for 
processing cases. In the various counties, judges have 
established protocols for reporting to the Board and for 
determining priorities for scheduling cases for review. It 
is of interest that some judges have interpreted the law as 
granting them authority to appoint a staff to conduct inde-
pendent assessments of               this makes it possible for the 
5 
Child placement Review Board not to have to rely solely on 
the public service agency (DYFS) for all information about 
cases being reviewed. 
Another provision of the law calls for the establish-
ment of a statewide Child placement Advisory Council com-
posed of a representative of each local Board. The Council 
is responsible for making recommendations to the New Jersey 
Supreme Court, the Legislature, and the Governor concerning 
policies, practices and procedures related to 1) the opera-
tion of Review Boards, 2) the role of DYFS with regard to 
children in placement, and 3) the manner of training Board 
members. l 
The enabling legislation of 1978 resulted from rather 
turbulent political negotiations and most observers have 
remarked that the law struck a compromise among the various 
factions who had favored diverse approaches to the review 
process. 
The impetus for New Jersey's child placement review 
system began in 1973 when a coalition of adoptive parents 
and other concerned individuals supported legislation man-
dating judicial review of the cases of children in out-of-
home placement. It was generally felt that judicial review 
would enable more children to be legally freed for adoption 
and that planning for all children would be improved as a 
1 Laws of the State of New Jersey for the Second Annual 
                  1977, Chapter 427, 30:4C:5D. 
6 
result of independent judicial review. Legislation was 
introduced by Senator Alexander J. Menza, but the legisla-
tion was not enacted because an agreement was reached that 
the Division of Youth and Family Services (DYFS), which 
opposed judicial review, would institute an administrative 
review system to monitor and track all out-of-home-
placements. l 
In the fall of 1974, DYFS instituted its own internal 
audit to review the need for continued care of some 12,000 
children in out-of-home-placement. Caseworkers were 
required to submit forms specifying planning objectives and 
progress achieved towards planning goals for all children to 
a central office within DYFS. These data were computerized 
and cases where goals were unspecified or where case acti-
vity was not consonant with planning goals were "flagged" 
for further attention. For a myriad of reasons, including 
staff's inability to supply reliable data and lack of 
resources within the review audit office, this mechanism for 
internal agency review was unable to accomplish its original 
objective of strengthening agency ef.forts to achieve nerma-
nent planning for DYFS youngsters in out-of-home-placments. 2 
1 
2 
Linda J. Wood and Ciro Scalera Description of the Child 
placement Review Act, f.lontclair, New Jersey: Ci tizens' 
Committee for Children of New Jersey. (Now located in 
Newark and known as the Association for Children of 
New Jersey) (Mimeo) n.d. 
Eugene Clayburn and Steven Magura, "Administrative Case 
Review for Foster Children", Social Work Research And 
Abstracts, 14:1 (Fall 1978) pp. 34-40. 
7 
Concurrent with mounting interest in independent 
review, there were continuous exposes in New Jersey's 
largest newspaper alleging fiscal and operational mismanage-
ment within the Division of Youth and Family Services. On 
December 19, 1975, in response to public concern, Governor 
Brendan Byrne appointed Walter Wechsler, a former State 
Budget Director, as head of a Task Force whose purpose was 
lito reform the fiscal, managerial and operational affairs 
within the Division of youth and Family Services".l 
The Task Force published a sixteen volume report in 
December 1976. Among its recommendations was a proposal for 
clerical reforms to reduce paperwork so that caseworkers 
could spend more time in direct service to clients. In 
addition, the Task Force proposed that more authority be 
shifted from the highly structured Central Office located 
in the state capital to Regional Offices. In subsequent 
months, the county District Offices were grouped into 
geographical regions and four Regional Offices were 
established. Later, adoption services were transferred 
to the Regional Offices. It was considered advantageous 
to place adoption services within a larger geographic 
framework in order to facilitate recruitment of permanent 
homes for "hard to place youngsters" and to ensure 
1 Report to the Honorable Brendan T. Byrne, Governor of the 
State of New Jersey, prepared by walter Wechsler, 
appointed to Reform Fiscal Management Affairs on the 
Division of Youth and Family Services, December 1976, 
                        Summary Vol. 1, p. 1. 
8 
that the needs of youngsters eligible for adoption were not 
ignored. 
Under the prior administrative arrangement, DYFS case-
loads included protective cases as well as children in 
foster care and adoption placement. It was generally agreed 
that adoption work was accorded a low priority when workers 
frequently had to take immediate action on the increasing 
number of protective cases which often involved life and 
death situations. To ensure that sustained efforts would be 
made to secure permanent homes for children unable to be 
returned to their families, it was decided to reassign some 
workers to specialized adoption caseloads. They could thus 
devote full attention to the needs of youngsters requiring 
substitute permanent homes. 
Another recommendation of the so-called "Wechsler 
Report lt was that New Jersey should take advantage of federal 
monies available for AFDC youngsters requiring foster place-
ment (Section 408 of the Social Security Act). In order to 
obtain this federal funding, however, these youngsters' need 
for placement had to be determined by a judicial proceeding. 
The Wechsler Report strongly urged that the state institute 
such a proceeding in order to reduce expenditures for foster 
care. 
In January 1977 New Jersey Supreme Court Chief Justice 
Richard Hughes publicly supported the concept of judicial 
review of foster placements. It is generally agreed that 
the endorsement by such a prestigious judicial figure pro-
9 
vided additional impetus to the mounting public interest in 
establishing independent review of DYFS placements. 
By 1977 it seemed inevitable that a combination of 
political forces would prevail and that judicial review of 
foster care cases would be instituted in New Jersey. At the 
same time, DYFS leadership changed and the new Director 
decided to come out in favor of review so that DYFS could 
exert some leverage in developing a mechanism for the pro-
posed innovation. 
DYFS opposed judicial review solely for poor children 
eligible for AFDC: and the agency insisted that judicial 
review should include all children lest the poor be stigma-
tized. The Division also lobbied for the inclusion of citi-
zen panels, because experience with this form of review in 
South Carolina had indicated that involving the citizenry 
had the advantage of developing a constituency sympathetic 
to the concerns of the public child welfare agency.l 
DYFS favored a uniform system for review so that the 
Division's management information system could be used to 
notify local offices of pending reviews and thus relieve 
local offices of this bookkeeping function. This request 
was denied, however, in order to give the counties flexibi-
lity in developing a review system appropriate to local 
needs. Initially·, each local Board created its own 
reporting forms: but by 1981, the Child placement Advisory 
I Chappell, op cit. 
10 
Council, DYFS and the Administrative Office of the Courts 
had _collaborated to develop uniform reporting -fo.rms. which 
were used statewide. 
The Study 
This investigation describes how New Jersey's 21 coun-
ties implemented child placement review. Data were obtained 
from representatives of 36 of the 37 Child placement Review 
Boards and all 26 DYFS liaisons. These 62 persons were 
interviewed between December 1980 and June 1981. In general 
terms, the study describes 1) the "mechanics" of how review 
is conducted on the local leve11 2) areas of agreement and 
disagreement between Child placement Review Boards and DYFS1 
3) Board and DYFS perceptions of their relationship with 
each other1 and 4) Board and DYFS assessments of child 
placement review and its impact upon child welfare practice, 
particularly with reference to the goal of achieving per-
manence for children in care. 
A fuller elaboration of the study methodology will be 
presented in Chapters III and IV. 
11 
CHAPTER II 
OVERVIEW OF REVIEW MECHANISMS UTILIZED 
IN PUBLIC SOCIAL PROGRAMS 
Imposition of quality control mechanisms is not unique 
to child welfare services. Indeed, the phenomenon of inde-
pendent review such as that developed for the system of 
foster care has precedent with other public programs 
designed to make health and welfare services more account-
able to the public. In all instances, the rationale for 
adding organizational mechanisms to oversee management of 
various service systems was concerned with the correction of 
alleged deficiencies which critics felt the service provider 
had either created or ignored. 
The quality control mechanisms developed in other 
systems, however, differ frolil foster care case review in 
scope, structure and the degree to which they can influence 
the organization under scrutiny. This chapter discusses how 
AFDC quality control programs, the British Lay Tribunals, 
American police civilian complaint review boards and private 
insurance programs for second opinion compare with indepen-
dent case review of foster case. Since foster care review 
programs are state systems, a comparison of the charac-
teristics of various state review systems is also included. 
12 
public Welfare Review 
Since 1963 the former united States Department of 
--He-a:l.-t-h-,---Ed-uc-a tion and- We·if-are -'(-DH'EW-)--mand-a-ted- ·s·t"a-tes---to--
institute quality control programs to insure that federal 
guidelines for determining public assistance were being 
followed. Accordingly, auditors not directly involved in 
AFDC re-examined a sample of each state1s AFDC cases to 
determine if their public assistance grants were 
appropriate. States whose error rates exceeded pre-defined 
tolerance levels (On the average, a five percent error rate 
was permitted.) incurred financial penalties. 
Originally, states were penalized for underpayments to 
claimants as well as overpayments: but during the 1970 l s 
federal policy was changed, so that now states incur finan-
cial penalties only for overpaying claimants or for granting 
assistance to those who are subsequently considered ineli-
gible. This change in the federal government1s requirements 
for AFDC-QC programs has prompted welfare rights advocates 
to challenge the legality of the law. In their view, the 
purpose of AFDC-QC is solely to contain costs, since federal 
reimbursement for AFDC is reduced when states make excessive 
overpayments but not when states underpay claimants. 
AFDC-QC is seen as a means of reducing expenditures for 
public assistance rather than as a system to ensure public 
13 
accountability for sound welfare management. l 
In contrast to the American experience, the United 
Kingdom established a check to ensure that local welfare 
workers were properly exercising their discretion. By law, 
British welfare workers have the authority to grant assist-
ance to claimants with special needs. The law also provides 
for an appeals procedure so claimants can challenge deci-
sions of local welfare officials. 
In 1966 when Great Britain's public welfare system was 
revamped, the Supplementary Benefits Commission (SBC) 
Appeals Tribunals was created. By law, any claimant was 
entitled to appeal to the tribunal when he felt he was 
arbitrarily treated by local officials at the sac. The 
Appeals Tribunals, consisting of two volunteers and a chair-
man who received some compensation, had the ultimate 
authority for deciding whether or not to grant assistance. 
Since the appeals procedure was intended to be a non-
judicial meeting, legal counsel was prohibited from repre-
senting either the claimant OJ;" the SBC. l-toreover, popular 
press and other news media were prohibited from Tribunal 
meetings, although amendments in 1971 permitted academic 
researchers to attend. 
The experience of the united Kingdom's Supplementary 
Benefits Appeals Tribunals provides an illustration of how 
an organization.might exclude the scrutiny of outsiders in 
1 Maryland vs. Matthews, Civilian Action No. 75-63, u.S. 
District Court for District of Columbia. l4ay 14, 1976. 
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its decision-making activity. In this instance, the 
authority of lay voluntee.rs was undermined both formally by 
administrative arrangements and informally through interper-
sonal relationships. Administratively, the Appeal Tribunal 
operated under the same public department as the SBC and 
staff of the tribunals were employees of the SBC. On an 
informal basis, local SBC officials developed personal rela-
tionships with Tribunal members who became sympathetic to 
agency concerns. Under these circumstances, it was inevi-
table that members of Lay Tribunals become markedly 
influenced by the public agency which they were supposed to 
monitor, and their ability to make autonomous judgments was 
effectively neutralized. l 
Pol ice Reviews 
The British reliance on relatively subtle means to 
diminish the impact of outside involvement contrasts sharply 
with the experience of the civilian complaint review boards 
concerned with the performance of police in the United 
States. During the 1960's some 14 northeastern cities 
responded to civil rights advocates' concerns about police 
brutality against blacks by establishing civilian review 
boards. These boards, which were staffed by volunteers, 
were authorized to hear citizen complaints against police 
officers who had allegedly abused or insulted them. 
1 Melvin Herman, Administrative Justice and Supplementary 
Benefits. (London:J. Bell and Sons), 1972. 
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Although the boards' power was limited to censuring officers, 
civilian review boards were intended to bring public 
pressure on police departments whose staff might be inclined 
to mistreat suspects and witnesses of criminal activity 
because of alleged racist feelings. 
In every instance, the police vehemently opposed the 
establishment of civilian review boards and they mounted 
public campaigns to defeat local plans to establish civilian 
review boards. l According to the police, citizen volunteers 
had no business interferring in their internal operations, 
and police chiefs argued that public safety would be 
threatened if untrained citizens were allowed to scrutinize 
police activity. According to police officials, the most 
serious disadvantage to civilian review boards was their 
potential for demoralizing the police, and the consequence 
of a staff so effected would be inadequate protection. 2 
A 1968 survey of the various arrangements for civilian 
review boards in American cities indicates that in virtually 
all instances, such boards were established within local 
police departments and headed by the police commissioner or 
his deputy. In consequence of this control by local offi-
cials, the departments retained considerable authority over 
the complaint process. For example, the police staff 
1 Oscar Handlin, "A Solution to police-Community Problems," 
in Critical Issues in Criminal Justice, Thomas F. Adams 
ed., (Pacific Palisades, California:Goodyear Publication 
Company), 1972, pp. 373-380. 
2 New York Times, July 23, 1974 p. 9. 
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decided which complaints were referred to the complaint 
board and which were handled administratively. Secondly, 
the investigators from the local departments followed up all 
complaints, 50 there was always the possibility that" fact 
finding efforts to substantiate or disprove a complaint were 
biased to serve the interests and views of police staff. 
Clearly, then, the American experience with civilian review 
boards provides a dramatic example of how organizations 
under scrutiny can undermine the outside review of its 
performance. 1 
Medical Reviews 
In 1974, McCarthy and Widmer reported that 24% of those 
in a self-selected group of 1,356 union employees who 
elected to obtain a second medical opinion, had their origi-
nal recommendations for surgery unconfirmed. The authors, 
who reported their findings in the New England Journal of 
Medicine, estimated that after deducting the $75,268.00 to 
reimburse patients for obtaining a second physician's opi-
nion, $581,873.00 were saved. The conclusion of their 
article unequivocally endorsed insurance programs for second 
opinions. 
1 Robert Ralph Dempsey, II A Comparative Study of Police 
Discipline in Cities in the U.S." (Unpublished master's 
thesis, John Jay College of the City of New York), June, 
1971. 
17 
"By and large, we have documented the medical and 
economic advantages of establishing a screening 
program for elective surgical consultation for 
any insured population."l 
Both private health insurance companies and federal 
health analysts used this article to press for mechanisms 
for allowing and encouraging people to obtain second opin-
ions. These health planners emphasized that the high fre-
quency of inappropriate operations had adverse consequences 
not only on the affected patients but on the general public 
who had to bear the brunt of increased medical costs. 2 
Similar to the AFDC-QC program, then, there seems to 
have been strong financial incentives for offering reim-
bursernent to patients seeking second medical opinions. 
And, in fact, the cost savings resulting from instituting 
insurance coverage for second opinions was again underscored 
in a 1979 study conducted by Blue Shield/Blue Cross of 
Greater New York. Based on the experience of the 1,517 
second opinions paid for by the company during the first 
twenty months of the program, surgery was avoided in 414 
1 Eugene G.                       MD, r-tPH and Geraldine w. \Vidmer, RN, 
MPH, "Effects of Screening by Consultants On Recommended 
Surgical Procedures," New England Journal of Medicine, 
Vol. 291, Number 25 (December 19, 1974), p. 1334. 
2 Steven Sieverts, "\\Ielcoming Remarks" proceedings of the 
Second Surgical Opinion, Invitational Conference, 
November 5, 1980 New York, New York. Sponsored by 
Blue Cross Blue Shield of Greater New York, p. 1. 
18 
instances at a savings of a quarter of a million dollars. l 
While the implied criticism of the medical profession--
that they have abused their authority--is similar to that 
- - - .. --- - -- ----
made of the police, the check on the medical profession 
differs substantially from civilian review boards, because 
second opinions are rendered by qualified peers rather than 
by lay volunteers. 
One striking similarity between civilian review boards 
and insurance programs for second opinion, however, is that 
both limit the scope of what is reviewed. As stated 
earlier, the police departments screen complaints, while 
virtually all insurance programs offering reimbursement for 
second opinions stipulate that the patient must voluntarily 
decide whether or not to seek a second opinion. To date, 
the voluntary nature of the program has effectively limited 
the utilization of second opinions. According to Blue 
Cross/Blue Shield's analyses, less than 10% of all eligible 
patients seek reimbursement for second opinions. Moreover, 
it seems that a primary reason for. patients reluctance to 
obtain a second opinion is that they trust their physician's 
ability to assess their medical needs. 
At present, analysts of follow up studies of patients 
who sought second opinions emphasize the tentative nature 
1 Blue Cross Blue Shield of Greater New york. Blue Cross 
Blue Shield of Greater New York's Involvement in Second 
Surgical Opinion Programs, (New york:Blue Cross Blue 
Shield of Greater New York), April 1979. 
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of outcome data. In most longitudinal studies, there has 
not been sufficient time since patients had received a 
second non-confirming opinion to determine whether they 
elect to have surgery at a later date or whether their deci-
sion to forego surgery led to negative consequences. 
Recognizing the tentativeness of findings from longitu-
dinal studies,                       of second opinions argue that a 
primary advantage of this type of insurance coverage is its 
"sentinel effect." According to this theory, when physi-
cians know that their patients can be reimbursed for 
obtaining a second opinion, they will be more cautious in 
recommending surgery. This argument assumes, of course, 
that most patients are better off without surgery, an 
assumption that may be unwarranted. l 
Foster Care Review 
While no reports of foster care review mechanisms have 
specifically referred to a "sentinel effect," several stud-
ies have suggested such an influence is a primary advantage 
to independent case review. As indicated earlier, in 1975 
Festinger2 compared a sample of New York City foster 
children whose cases had been reviewed with a group who had 
1 Suzanne Grisez Martin, "The Sentinel Effect of a Manda-
tory Second Opinion program: A Lesson from Massachusetts", 
Proceedings, op cit., pp. 26-33. 
2 Trudy Bradley Festinger, "rfhe New York Review of Children 
in Foster Care," Child Welfare, LIV, 4 (April 1975), 
pp. 211-244. 
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not been reviewed by the Court. The study, which was under-
              four years after                   law mandated that_the Family 
Court Judges review every child's placement plan 24 months 
after his entry into care and then at least annually, was 
intended to examine the effects of independent scrutiny of 
foster care workers' efforts to make plans for children. 
Study findings indicated that in the majority of cases, 
agency recommendations and judicial determinations of case 
plans were congruent. The author raised the broader 
question of whether or not review was necessary to effect 
movement towards a permanent plan of return home or adop-
tion. In her conclusionss, Festinger offered two explana-
tions for the high degree of similarity between the agencies 
and the court. Either the agencies were moving in the 
direction of permanency regardless of court review, or anti-
cipating a court hearing, agencies "may have been stimulated 
to move more quickly toward making certain decisions. l 
Festinger argues that the court served as "a catalytic 
agency in moving towards goals,"2 since pre-school children 
whose cases were reviewed were more likely to be referred 
for adoption than similar aged children whose cases were not 
reviewed. 
Along similar lines, Chappell has reported that workers 
1 Ibid., p. 242. 
2 Ibid., p. 243. 
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in South Carolina "have an excellent incentive"l to develop 
careful case plans because they know these plans will be 
scrutinized semi-annually. Unlike New York State wherein 
workers are not required to attend review hearings, South 
Carolina mandates that child welfare workers routinely pre-
sent their cases to citizen panels. The panels are 
appointed by the Governor upon recommendation of state 
legislators and members receive compensation for attending 
monthly meetings. In addition, members of South Carolina's 
child placement review boards must attend annual training 
sessions. 
In South Carolina, panel members are encouraged to 
discuss details of case plans not only with workers but with 
parents, foster children and foster parents whose attendance 
is strongly encouraged. Moreover, each board is staffed by 
professionals who follow up on matters discussed at review 
meetings. To date, the one written report of South 
Carolina's experience indicates an effect similar to the one 
observed by Festinger, namely that independent review has 
facilitated more expeditious adoption planning for younger 
children. 2 
1 Barbara Chappell, presentation at workshop "A Citizen 
Review Board in Action." at Child Welfare League of 
America Conference "Foster Care Review: promises, pit-
Falls and practices," Atlantic City, New Jersey, 
May 7, 1979. 
2 Barbara Chappell, "Organizing Periodic Review in Foster 
Care; The South Carolina Study." Child Welfare. LIV, 7 
(July 1975). 
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In addition to considering the impact of foster care 
r-eview mechamisms, it is also interesting to compare _the 
structural characteristics of states' review mechanisms. A 
recent study of four state systems which utilize citizen 
panels indicated that in Arizona and New Jersey review 
boards are under the auspices of the               while in 
Maryland, review boards are attached to the public welfare 
administrative                 and South Carolina established a 
separate administrative office to handle foster care review. 
Accord ing to the authors of this study, citizen review is 
more influential when it is under the auspices of the court, 
since 1I ••• the courts have a well defined and final authority 
for children in foster care ••• lIl 
Findings from this study, which are summarized in Table 
1 below, also indicate that of these four states, only New 
Jersey lacks a central administration for staffing review. 
The lack of uniform staffing arrangements is a consequence 
of New Jersey's reliance on its 21 counties to fund child 
placement review, and this practice is typical of the 
state's way of enacting legislation. For example, the state 
has mandated standards for public school education without 
providing adequate funding to implement appropriate services. 
Reliance on the counties to staff Child placement 
Review Boards is generally viewed as a major barrier for 
ensuring a strong review system with the ability to effect 
1 Conte, Buttrick and Gieseke, op cit, p. 135. 
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improvements in foster care services. l In New Jersey, the 
Child placement Advisory Council has raised the issue of 
inconsistent staffing in their two annual reports to the 
state Supreme Court. 2 The Council argues that Board members, 
many of whom have full time jobs, cannot be expected to 
assume responsibility for administrative details; and lack 
of adequate staff support has the unfortunate consequence 
that foster children from some counties have less thorough 
reviews. 
It is also interesting to note that relative to the 
number of children in care, New Jersey has half as many 
review boards as Arizona, Maryland and South Carolina. 
This situation is a consequence of the enabling legislation 
which stipulates that the number of Child placement Review 
Boards cannot exceed the number of JDR judges authorized for 
each county.3 This provision of the law is a source of con-
cern for the Child placement Advisory Council which contends 




Ibid., p. 134. 
Annual Report of the Child placement Advisory Council on 
the Effectiveness of the Implementation of the child 
Placement Review Act (Trenton, New Jersey: Administra-
tive Office of the Courts), November 26, 1979, pp. 2-4 
and Second Annual Report of the State Child placement 
Advisory Council on the Effectiveness of the Implementa-
tlon of the child placemen·t Review Act (Trenton, 
New Jersey: Administrative Office of the Courts), 
February 7, 1981, p. 8. 
Laws of the State of New Jersey for the Second Annual 
Session, 1977, Chapter 427, 30:40:57. 
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county's caseload. As a minimum, the Council recommends 
that no county should be limited to one Board. l 
Another distinction of the New Jersey system is that 
cost estimates reveal that New Jersey's system is approxi-
mately twice as costly as these three other states. The 
cost estimate for New Jersey, however, may be an overesti-
mate, since some observers claim that salaries of county 
employees who work less than full time on review matters are 
not prorated accordingly.2 
1 First, Annual Report, OPe cit., pp. 4-5. 
2 Personal communication with Ed Lefelt, princeton, 
New Jersey, Center for Analysis of Public Issues, 
September 25, 1981. 
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Table 1: COMPARISON OF KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF FOUR STATE SYSTEMS WHICH USE CITIZEN BOARDS 
TO REVIEW FOSTER CARE CASESa 
Cost 
Number of Frequency I Estimates for 
Children Subject Number of Usual number of Timi ng of Staffing Operation of 
Auseices to Review Review Boards Cases Reviewed Review Patterns Revi ew                
New Jersey Court 8.80G 37 weekly. withi n 45 varies $524.715 
biweekly and days of wi dely (1978-79) 
monthly initial among 21 
placement counties 
on average, then at 
12 cases least 
annualll 
Arizona Court 2,500 38 monthly, a generally State' $282-298,000 
(estimate-no few urban about 4 coordinator {1980-81} reliable data) Boards meet months and trainer 
weekly after 
initial Six staff 
10 cases placement assts. 
then semi- support 
annualll staff 
'''aryl and Within 11 ,500 Fy I 82 16 monthly and semi- State $289,000 umbrella (includes BOO in plan to biweekly annually Coordinator (FY I 82) State Human private agencies increase with six (Expanded 
Services who are also to 55 4-8 cases staff assts budget 
agency reviewed) support request FY 
funded by staff 182 $400,000) 
DSS 
South Separate 2.500 (estimate 32 monthly, a few semi- State $252,297 
Carol i na State of number of urban Boards annually Director (Fy I 1979-80) 
Office (had children reviewed.) meet biweekly Six staff Includes $35 
been within assts per diem for Governor1s 4-8 cases Staff board members. 
Office} Attorney 
Accountant 
                Staff a Source: Jon R. Conte, Shirley M. Butterick. Gaylord Gieske, A Qualitative Evaluation of Citizen1s Review Boards for Four States. Chicago: Center for Social Policy and Research, Unlv. of II Ilnois at Chlcago Circle and League IV of Women Voters of Illinois. January 1981. 0' 
Perspectives on Review Systems 
What can be learned from the experience with. indepen-
dent quality control mechanisms? Two lessons seem to emerge. 
One, there seems to be general agreement that outside review 
stimulates improvements in health and welfare management. 
Increasingly, there is empirical evidence to support this 
conclusion; and several observers have concluded that systems 
of external review serve as a catalyst for the organization 
under scrutiny to improve internal operations. It should be 
noted, however, that studies of "outcomes" of review efforts 
are quite soft in nature and hardly corne under the category 
of rigorous evaluations. 
A second lesson which emerges from consideration of the 
experience with external review is the degree of                    
ness between the review body and the organization under 
scrutiny. As described earlier, in some instances, the 
police were so antagonistic to civilian review that they 
effectively vitiated its effectiveness, while the British 
public welfare agency used more subtle means to thwart citi-
zen review. 
Issues to Be Studied 
In the context of this study, then, two important 
issues for examination are whether or not New Jersey's Child 
Placement Review Boards have become a force for permanence 
planning and how local Child Placement Review Boards and the 
DYFS District Offices relate to each other. In other words, 
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does foster care review stimulate workers to intensify 
efforts to make permanent plans for children or is review 
"window dressing" which only gives the appearance of 
effecting improvements in the delivery of child welfare 
services? 
With regard to agency-board relationships, have local 
boards been able to maintain both open communications with 
the public child welfare agency and an independent posture? 
Or has DYFS developed ways of neutralizing the impact of 
citizen review? 
Another important issue concerns the structural charac-
teristics of the New Jersey system for foster care review. 
It will be interesting to note the extent to which the judi-
ciary has influenced review. Do those involved with review 
see the influence of the court as an asset or a liability? 
In addition, it will also be interesting to observe how 
local arrangements for staffing have affected the manner in 
which the counties carry out the mandate of the Child 
placement Review Act. 
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CHAPTER III 
STUDY PURPOSE AND METHOD 
This is a descriptive study which compares the percep-
tions of 62 persons directly involved with New Jersey's 
system for child placement review. As stated earlier in the 
Introduction, the enabling legislation permitted each of New 
Jersey's 21 counties a great deal of latitude in implement-
ing review. It was of interest to learn what arrangements 
the counties had made in order to comply with the law. 
Respondents, who included members of 36 Child Placement 
Review Boards and 26 DYFS staff responsible for handling re-
view business, were interviewed by telephone between December 
1980 and June 1981, slightly more than two years after 
review became fully operational at the local level. This 
study captures the initial experiences of study respondents 
and describes the difficulties as well as the successes they 
encountered in implementing procedures for conducting exter-
nal review. Findings from this experience survey, then, 
should be of particular interest to persons interested in 
developing systems for external review. In addition, this 
study should be of interest to advocates of case review, 
because respondents' comments illustrate the strengths and 
weaknesses of external monitoring of foster care cases. 
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Rationale for Interview 
Although it would have been less time consuming to con-
duct a mail survey, this approach was rejected, because it 
seemed most likely that the response rate would be low. The 
problem of low response rate to mail questionnaires is 
generally recognized. One analysis of response rates 
obtained in five national surveys, all of which had three 
follow up mailings, indicated a mean response rate of 72.4%.1 
Moreover, most potential respondents to this study had 
already been surveyed by mail. In 1979, Child Placement 
Review Boards were surveyed by mail;2 and concurrent with 
this study, the Center for Analysis of Public Issues sent a 
ten page questionnaire to all Board members. 3 In view of 
Board members' experience with mail surveys, this investiga-
tor reasoned that they would be more likely to respond to an 
interview. Similarly, the potential DYFS respondents were 
required to complete forms summarizing their experience with 
review to DYFS Central Office, and staff constantly empha-
sized that they were inundated with paperwork. Here again, 
then, this investigator concluded that they would respond 
1 Delbert C. Miller, Handbook of Research Design and Social 
Measurement, Third Edit1on, (New York: David McKay 
Company, Inc., 1977), p. 80. 
2 Association for Children of New Jersey and State Public 
Affairs Committee of the Junior League of New Jersey, 
Survey Report on Implementation of the Child Placement 
Review Act. (Newark, New Jersey: November 1979) 
3 Ed Leefeldt, In Search of the Paper Children (Princeton, 
New Jersey: Center for Analysis of public Issues, 1982) 
30 
more positively to an interview. 
_Given the geographic spread of potential. respond.ents, 
all interviews were conducted by telephone. (The travel 
time to ten of the 21 counties was over 200 miles            
trip: and all but one DYFS District Office was more than an 
hour's drive from the investigator's home.) While use of 
telephone interviewing is a departure from traditional in 
person research interviewing, this strategy is gaining 
acceptance as a legitimate means of data collection when 
limited resources make it impossible to travel. Moreover, 
since this study was not concerned with respondents' affect 
or non-verbal communication, the use of the telephone did 
not seem to pose a serious impediment to data collection. 
Telephone interviewing has been utilized by Shapiro,l 
who collected information from 511 child welfare workers in 
a large scale longitudinal study in New York City by 
telephone. In reporting study findings, she noted that this 
approach was readily accepted by the respondents and that 
one advantage of the telephone interview was that respon-
dents were less easily interrupted, since the telephone was 
tied up for the research interview. Similarly, Weiss 2 con-
I Deborah Shapiro, Agencies dnd Foster Children, (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1976). 
2 Carol H. Weiss, "Interviewing in Evaluation Research" (in 
Handbook of Evaluation Research, eds. Elmer L. Struening 
and Marcia Guttentag. Beverly Hills, California: Sage 
Publications, Inc. 1975. Vol. I), pp. 355-396. 
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siders the telephone interview a viable alternative when in-
person interviews are impractical. 
Interview Format. The study reported here used the 
focused or semi-structured interview. This type of research 
interviewing has similarities with both the classical survey 
design and qualitative methods. As in conventional survey 
procedures, the subject matter was well laid out prior to 
the interviewing. This investigator had identified five 
content domains: 1) the procedures developed to implement 
review on the local level; 2) the judiciary's involvement 
with review; 3) respondents' views of permanence planning; 
4) respondents' perceptions of Board-DYFS relationships; and 
5) respondents' assessments of New Jersey's system of exter-
nal review of foster care               For each of these content 
domains, standard questions were developed, so that if the 
respondent did not volunteer sufficient information, the 
investigator could refer to the interview guide to ensure 
that each content domain was adequately covered. For 
example, in discussing how review was implemented on the 
local level, it was of interest to know the background of 
Board members, where review meetings were held, how fre-
quently Boards met, how many cases were usually reviewed at 
each meeting, and whether DYFS regularly gave testimony as 
well as the internal arrangements each local DYFS office had 
developed to prepare cases for child placement review. (See 
copies of interview guides in Appendix B.) 
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Although the content of the interviews was developed 
ahead-·of time, the sequence in which these t0pic;;s·were . 
covered was flexible. All interviews began with the 
question "Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the way 
child placement review is working within __________ (name) 
County?" In responding to this question, one or two respon-
dents practically conducted their own interview; while in a 
few other instances, this investigator asked many pointed 
questions to elicit information from reticent interviewees. 
Most frequently, however, interviewees' responses to the 
introductory                   suggested a follow up question to eli-
cit information about one of the topics which needed to be 
covered with all respondents. For example, several respon-
dents stated that they were satisfied with child placement 
review, because the Board and District Office had an 
excellent relationship, so subsequent questions initially 
focused on probing them about how they had developed a smooth 
working relationship. 
This flexible approach to research interviewing was 
used by Gochros in a study of adoptive parents' experience 
with agencies. In his study, Gochros identified 14 issues 
to be covered with all adoptive parents, but he wanted to 
maintain a conversational style so that respondents would 
feel free to be candid in discussing their experiences with 
33 
their adoption workers. l 
This free-flowing interview style was considered par-
ticularly appropriate in order to permit respondents to 
discuss aspects of review not anticipated by the investiga-
tor. It will be recalled that the enabling legislation per-
mitted each county a great deal of latitude in implementing 
review; and consequently, this investigator decided against 
a highly structured set of questions in order to encourage 
respondents to initiate discussion of issues which were uni-
que to their county. In the course of interviewing, many 
respondents did indeed bring up issues which were not 
included on the interview guide. 
This investigator recognized that this interview style 
was not without its problems. Above all, the danger of 
interviewer bias had to be considered. Consequently, every 
effort was made to convey neutrality with regard to this 
investigator's position about child placement review. 
First, this investigator introduced herself as a doctoral 
student, so it was clear that she was not affiliated with 
any organization which had supported or opposed review. 
Second, the introductory question was phrased in such a way 
that respondents would feel free to comment positively or 
negatively about their experience with review. Similarly, 
I Harvey L. Gochros, "The Caseworker-Adoptive Parent Rela-
tionships in Post-Placement Services," (in Alfred 
Kadushin, ed., Child Welfare Services, New York: 
MacMillan Co., 1970) 
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in eliciting respondents' assessment of review, an effort 
was made to -balance the social desirabilit-Y-0-E- alternative 
responses: "There are always positives and negatives to ----- ----- -
everything. What do you see as the primary advantage of 
review? What do you see as the primary disadvantage of 
review?" This latter technique for wording questions has 
been used successfully by others; and it was considered 
appropriate to adapt them for this study.l 
Sample Selection 
A list of all members of New Jersey's 37 Child Place-
ment Review Boards was obtained from the State's Administra-
tive Office of the Courts in December 1981. The Chairperson 
was then contacted and all but two agreed to be interviewed. 
In these two cases, an alternate was available. Unfortu-
nate1y, one interview was unuseable, so this study described 
36 Review Boards, whose representatives were interviewed 
between December 1980 and June 1981. 
This investigator recognized that the Chairperson's 
perceptions of review may not have been representative of 
the full Board. These persons were chosen, however, because 
they had the responsibility for ensuring that the Board 
functioned properly, and it was assumed that they would be 
1 Shirley Jenkins, "Col1ecting Data by Questionnaire and 
Interview," (Norman A. Polansky, ed., Social Work 
Research, Revised Edition, Chicago: university of Chicago 
Press, 1975) p. 141. 
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the most knowledgeable about the content domains to be 
covered during the interview. 
As discussed earlier, this investigator rejected a mail 
survey. Since resources for interviewing were limited, it 
was reasoned that the Chairperson was the most appropriate 
informant. 
\H thin DYFS, the Division Director sent a memo intro-
ducing the investigator to all District Offices and Regional 
Offices where adoption services are located. In each of the 
21 counties, and four Adoption Resource Centers, the 
person(s) responsible for handling review matters was 
introduced between December 1980 and May 1981. In all, 26 
DYFS persons were interviewed. 
Here again, this investigator recognized that liaisons' 
perceptions of child placement review might not be represen-
tative of the local DYFS office. These persons were chosen, 
however, because it was not feasible to interview more DYFS 
staff, and it was reasoned that unlike many of their 
colleagues, these persons would have both a breadth of 
experience with review matters and sufficient involvement 
so that they could discuss the topics which needed to be 
covered during the interview. 
pre-testing the Interview Guide 
In December 1981, two DYFS respondents and three Board 
respondents from five different counties were interviewed in 
order to pretest the interview guides. (There were some 
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differences in the questions asked of Board and DYFS respon-
dents, .. so two interview guides were developep.) Overall, 
these interviewed were satisfactory. Respondents readily 
repI"ied to the questions asked of them; and two mentioned 
special problems unique to their counties. Since the inter-
views were taped, the investigator had the opportunity to 
assess her interview style as well as to receive feedback 
from her advisor about how to follow up respondents' 
comments. 
Experience with Interviewing 
The investigator's program of telephone interviewing 
was carried out without difficulty. In each instance, the 
investigator called to introduce herself and requested a 
telephone interview at a convenient time. About one-fourth 
of the respondents suggested conducting the interview imme-
diately. Five interviews had to be rescheduled. The inter-
views ranged from twenty minutes to two and one-half hours, , 
with most interviews taking approximately one hour. Many 
Board respondents commented that they enjoyed talking about 
their experience with child placement review; and a few 
added that they thought it was important to obtain more 
pUblicity for the Boards so that the community would be 
better informed about foster care and so that the Boards 
could interest more people to serve on review panels. 
Analysis of Data 
Coding Responses. Since no interviewees objected, all 
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interviews were tape recorded. Taping interviews had the 
advantage of freeing the interviewer from note taking, thus 
facilitating her ability to concentrate on interviewees' 
remarks to make appropriate follow up questions. The advan-
tage of taping interviews was recognized by a few respon-
dents who remarked that it would have been impossible to 
take coherent notes of our lengthy conversations. 
After one-third of the interviews were completed, two 
code books were drafted. After using these code books to 
categorize interviews with Board members and DYFS staff, the 
code books were slightly modified. All interviews were then 
coded using the revised code books. 
The two sets of data (that is, Board and DYFS responses) 
were then computerized. Most of the data could not be quan-
tified beyond classification into nominal categories. For 
example, the role of the judiciary respondents' views on 
permanence planning and their assessment of review were 
descriptive data which did not lend themselves to rigorous 
statistical analysis. For these data, cross tabulations 
were made; where possible, Chi Square Tests of Association 
were undertaken to examine whether variables were signifi-
cantly related. Most cell frequencies, however, were too 
small to permit this kind of statistical analysis. 
These descriptive data were amplified with pertinent 
excerpts from taped interviews. In the study reported here, 
excerpts from many of the 62 tape recorded interviews are 
used in order to give insight into the process of external 
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review which is not revealed in the presentation of 
frequency counts and tables. 
______ Quotations                                   cited      __        __                            
analyze respondents' perceptions of permanence planning. 
The approach to eliciting information on this issue was to 
discuss such topics as the role of natural parents, the 
appropriateness of long term foster care and the advisabi-
lity of cross religious placements. In addition, Board mem-
bers were asked to describe a case where they took issue 
with a DYFS plan for return home, adoption, long term foster 
care, residential placement and independent living. 
Similarly, DYFS staff were asked to describe instances where 
they had difficulty justifying each of these types of plans. 
The use of excerpted narratives from tape recorded 
interviews appears in the work of Maluccio l reporting on a 
follow up study of 32 clients at a family service agency. 
In his study, Maluccio selected quotations to illustrate the 
central theme of his exploratory study which was to describe 
how clients perceived their experience with a social agency. 
Like the study reported here, his use of quotes served to 
strengthen the nominal data collected during semi-structured 
interviews. 
Ranking of Board-DYFS Relationships. Unless they 
volunteered the information, all respondents were asked 
I Anthony Maluccio, Learning from Clients, (New York: Free 
Press, 1978). 
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whether they had a positive or negative relationship with 
the Board (or DYFS). Only eight of the 62 respondents 
acknowledged that they had a negative relationship. In 
addition, a few other respondents described instances which 
suggested that some strain existed between Boards and DYFS. 
As discussed earlier in Chapter II, experience with 
external review mechanisms in other health and welfare 
fields indicates that some strain exists when independent 
monitoring agents are established to oversee heretofore 
autonomous organizations. Consequently, it was not surpris-
ing that there was some conflict between DFYS and some 
Boards. 
Since only a few Boards and DYFS were in opposition 
about case planning, the challenge for this investigator 
was to differentiate among the counties where the Boards 
and               had open communication and appeared to resolve 
differences through discussion. 
A closer examination of the Board-DYFS relationships 
in these counties where relationships were cordial revealed 
that in some instances, the DYFS District Offices had made 
additional efforts to ensure that their social workers would 
be fully prepared while others made no such effort for 
review. In two of these District Offices which had insti-
tuted changes in internal operations, it seemed that the 
rationale for doing so was not only to minimize conflicts 
with the Boards, but because supervisors agreed with the 
philosophy of permanence planning and saw review as a means 
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to implement their ideals. For example, one District Office 
provided intensive training in goal-oriented                   so 
that staff would be able to prepare adequate case plans for 
the Child Placement Review BoardsJ another instituted inter-
nal review within in order to ensure that case plans were 
fully documented before the Board review. 
Counties where the District Office was actively using 
review to stimulate internal change can be distinguished 
from other counties where Board-DYFS relations were cordial. 
In the latter group, the District Office and Board had open 
communication but there was no indication that the District 
Office was using independent review to press for permanence 
for children in care. In these District Offices, it 
appeared that the manner of service delivery was virtually 
unaffected by child placement review, although both the DYFS 
and Board felt they had a positive relationships. 
The range of Board-DYFS relationships observed in this 
examination of New Jersey's system for child placement 
review has parallels with Warren'sl paradigm for classifying 
relationships between community groups and established agen-
cies. According to Warren, community groups can have "con-
test," "collaborative" or "campaign" relationships. Contest 
relationships are those where the agency and community group 
have ceased communicating and rely on confrontation. Colla-
1 Roland L. Warren, Types of purposive Social Change at the 
Community Level, (Waltham, Massachusetts: Brandeis 
University, Papers in Social Welfare, 1965, No. 11). 
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borative relationships are those where the agency and com-
munity group have consensus and any disagreements can be 
resolved through discussion. Campaign relationships are 
those where the community group makes additional efforts to 
publicize its point of view in order to ensure consensus. 
While Warren analyzed the strategy of indigenous groups 
in order to characterize a community's relationship with a 
service agency, this study analyzes the role of the agency 
in order to characterize the relationship between the com-
munity group and the service agency. For the purpose of 
this study, the DYFS District Offices which modified their 
internal case management in order to respond to review 
requirements are considered to have a "campaign" rela-
tionship with their respective Board(s). District Offices 
which made no changes in internal case management but 
reported a cordial relationship with the Board are con-
sidered to have a "collaborative" relationship with their 
respective Board(s). Counties where the District Office 
described negative exchange with their Board(s) are 
classified as having a "contest" relationship. 
Index to Characterize Boards. It was possible to 
characterize the 36 boards in terms of how they defined 
their role. As provided in the enabling legislation, each 
Child placement Review Board was permitted to determine the 
frequency of meeting, the number of cases reviewed at each 
meeting and whether DYFS staff would be required to present 
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testimony on cases. In addition, Boards could decide how 
frequently they wanted to review cases, for while the law 
________ r_e-9:_l,li.r_ed a Board                   "at least                                            __ c_o_ulp 
review cases more frequently if they so chose. Moreover, 
study findings also indicated that Boards varied in the 
extent to which they had support from the Juvenile and 
Domestic Relations Court Judge. 
The differences in the way local Boards carried out the 
state mandate for external review enabled this investigator 
to classify the 36 Boards along an "activist/non-activist" 
continuum. For the purposes of this study I'activist" Boards 
were those who took full advantage of the law in an effort 
to give independent scrutiny to cases. 
"Activist" Boards were those who met frequently, 
required DYFS testimony, reviewed more cases at each 
meeting, scheduled cases for additional reviews and had con-
tact with the judiciary. These Boards put DYFS on notice 
that they expected case plans to have adequate documentation 
and they were not at all reluctant to take issue with DYFS 
or the appropriateness of planning goals and/or to schedule 
cases for frequent review. In contrast, "non-activist" 
Boards were less assertive in establishing themselves as an 
independent body authorized to oversee DYFS cases. These 
Boards in effect, seemed to be a "rubber stamp" on DYFS 
decisions about cases. 
The "activist/non-activist" classification developed 
for this study has precedent in organizational theory about 
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the relationship of citizen involvement in professional 
activities. For example, Litwakl maintains that pro-
fessionals are best suited to provide technical expertise in 
situations where there is predictability because under these 
circumstances, knowledge can be applied in a systematic way. 
The layman, on the other hand, can respond to issues where 
technical knowledge is irrelevant. One can derive from 
Litwak's "balance theory" that it is appropriate that the 
citizenry make these value decisions because technical 
knowledge is not required. Rather, such choices as the kind 
of available medical care and the offering of certain cour-
ses in a curricula (e.g. Black studies, sex education) are 
based on individual values; consequently, it is appropriate 
that those affected decide if this is what they want. 
According to Rothman 2 the convergence of professional 
and lay elements in providing social services is soundest 
when the experts contribute factual knowledge regarding a 
practical problem and/or information concerning recognized 
interventive techniques. In addition, professionals are 
better able to foresee the societal consequences of a par-
ticular policy or practice. In contrast, laymen contribute 
1 Eugene Litwak, "Models of Bureaucracy That Permit 
Conflict," (American Journal of Sociology, 67, September 
1961), pp. 177-84. 
2 Jack Rothman, John L. Erlich and Joseph S. Teresa. 
Promoting Innovation and Change in Organizations and 
Communities, (New York: John wiley & Sons, Inc. 1976). 
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to social service planning by articulating their desires and 
perspective about what they need. 
Blance theory's distinction between "technical" and 
"non-technical" roles parallels this investigator's distinc-
tion between "activist" and "non-activist" Boards. Activist 
Boards can be viewed as those which assumed a highly tech-
nical role, because they were more inclined to give DYFS 
cases thorough scrutiny; whereas non-activist Boards, by 
their reluctance to put DYFS on notice, can be considered as 
assuming a lay function. By their presence, "non-activist" 
Boards indicated community concern about foster care but 
their posture towards DYFS demonstrated that social workers 
were the authority. 
Respondents' Assessment of Review. The question of 
effectiveness in promoting permanence for children in care 
is, of course, the central issue in ascertaining the merits 
of independent review. With regard to New Jersey's system, 
conventional evaluation designs relying on control and 
experimental groups were precluded when all clients were 
subjected to change in a system. Other quasi-experimental 
designs, such as trend analysis of length of time in care 
before and after review was implemented, or comparing length 
of time in care for New Jersey youngsters and foster 
children in a similar state without external review were not 
feasible given available resources. 
In this study, the impact of review is examined by con-
sidering Board and DYFS perceptions of the effectiveness of 
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review. Although this approach lacks the rigor of experi-
mental design, this qualitative approach had to suffice 
given available resources. 
In this study, respondents were asked to identify the 
advantages and disadvantages of review. In addition, they 
were asked to describe an instance where review had a posi-
tive effect on a child's foster care status. The responses 
were analyzed to determine whether any trends emerged. For 
example, it was interesting to see whether respondents felt 
that review was particularly beneficial for certain kinds of 
case. 
The validity of using respondents' perceptions about 
the effectiveness of review may be questioned. At the same 
time, however, researchers who espouse qualitative methods 
would argue that this approach is equally, if not more valid. 
For example, Cicorel l takes issue with those who justify 
findings by referring to statistical analyses, contending 
that most measurement techniques are devoid of explicit 
links to theory. Similarly Schatzman and Strauss 2 argue 
that being in intimate contact with those who are directly 
involved with the phenomenon under study has the primary 
advantage of keeping the investigator in the "real world." 
1 Aaron Cicorel, Method and Measurement in Sociology, 
(New York: The Free Press, 1964). 
2 Leonard Schatzman and Anselm L. Strauss, Field Research: 
Strategies For A Natural Sociology, (Englewood Cliffs, 
New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Methods in Social Science 
Services, 1973). 
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In the study reported here, this investigator chose to 
learn about the effec.tiveness of review from those directly 
involved with it rather than to conduct a secondary analysis 
of cases to consider whether external review affected 
children's status in care. Moreover, the perceptions of 
both the reviewers and reviewees were considered, so it was 
possible to compare all Board respondents' assessments and 
all DYFS respondents' assessments as well as to make pair 
wise comparisons between Board and DYFS respondents from the 
same county. The implications of the validity of using 
respondents' comments to consider the impact of review is 




CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW JERSEY'S 
CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW BOARD                  
As stipulated in the Child placement Review Act (CPRA), 
the Superior Court Assignment Judge has the responsibility 
for appointing Child placement Review Board members. The 
law also stipulates that lito the maximum extent feasible, 
[Board members shall] represent the various socioeconnomic, 
racial and ethnic groups of the county in which it serves. l 
Table 2 below details the social characteristics of 
members of the 36 Child placement Review Boards reported in 
this study. All but eight Boards had three or more women, 
and four Boards had only female members. The heavy repre-
sentation of women was lamented by two Chairpersons of the 
all female Boards; while another Board Chairperson specu-
lated that he was appointed to the Board because the judi-
ciary recognized the importance of male representation. 
Originally, this investigator thought that the time of 
the child placement review meetings might account for the 
overrepresentation of women, but study findings indicated 
1 La\'lS of the State of New Jersey for the Second Annual 
Session, 1977 Chapter 427, 30:40:57. 
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that similar proportions of men served on Boards which met 
during regular                   hours and evening hours. Moreover, 
two of the four all female Boards met during the evening. 
The preponderance of women on Child Placement Review 
Boards is consistent with societal norms where volunteer 
service is primarily seen as a female role. In any American 
community, there are always at least a few organizations 
under Church or civic auspices whose activities are carried 
out by female volunteers; and it would seem that serving on 
a Child placement Review Board is seen as an extension of 
this norm. Moreover, the fact that such a prestigious 
women's organization as the Junior League of New Jersey 
lobbied for the enabling legislation may be another 
contributing factor in attracting female Board members. 
In terms of ethnicity, 31 Boards had three or more 
white members, and ten Boards were all white. Twenty-t\'10 
Boards had at least one black member and eight Boards had an 
Hispanic member. Six of the Boards having no                   mem-
bers served urban counties, while the four remaining Boards 
served rural areas. The lack of minority representation was 
not viewed as a problem by the three Chairpersons of all 
white Boards from rural counties, \Jhere there were few black 
and Hispanic residents. In contrast, Board Chairpersons 
from two larger urban counties recognized that their mem-
bership was not representative of their communities and they 
were most disappointed that it had not been possible to 
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recruit black and Hispanic members to their Boards. Another 
Chairperson from an urban couty was not aware that the 
enabling legislation required local Child placement Review 
Boards to be representative of the county's residents. 
As stipulated in the enabling legislation, Boards were 
supposed to reflect the racial makeup of their counties "to 
the maximum extent                       As indicated in Table 2A, 
most counties did not fulfill this provision of the law. 
The correIa tion                   white and non-whi te Board members 
and the proportions of whites and non-whites in their 
respective counties was negligible (r = .20) Horeover, if 
one compares the racial representiveness of Board members 
with the proportion of white/non-white children in DYFS pla-
cement for each county, there is no correlation (r = .001). 
As indicated in Table 2A, whites were overrepresented. This 
overrepresentation of white Board members was most notale in 
two counties with large urban centers (Essex and Hudson) 
where several Boards had no non-white members, although 
ma.ny of the children in placement were non-white. 
Of the 36 Boards described in this study, 26 had at 
least one social \'lorker, 23 at least one teacher and 19 at 
least one person active in volunteer activities in the com-
munity. Seven Boards had a lawyer as a member (including 
one Board with two attorneys); four Boards had at least one 
psychologist (including one Board with three). In addition, 
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four Boards had a clergyman or           one Board had a foster 
parent and two other Boards had former foster parents. 
Of the 23 Board respondents who were aware of why they 
were appointed to a local Child placement Review Board, ten 
were housewives who had had extensive involvement in their 
communities through such volunteer efforts as their County's 
Mental Health Association and their County's Children's 
Shelter Committee. Three of these               were members of the 
Junior League, which had lobbied for the enabling legisla-
tion; and they readily applied to their judges for an 
appointment and the Child Placement Review Board after the 
law was passed. 
All of these women saw their involvement in child 
placement review as an extension of their longstanding 
volunteer service, and they presumed that they were 
appointed because the judge either knew first hand of their 
volunteer experience or that their name was brought to his 
attention. 
Hell I've never been employed in social service, 
but I've always done volunteer work. When my 
children were young, I was involved in the schools 
and since then I've been involved in the Church 
and other things. 
I'm a college graduate and I taught before I 
had children. Since then I've done lots of 
volunteer work. I'm on our county's board to 
oversee our children's shelter, and I guess 
that's how the judge knew my name. 
As a member of the Junior League, I taught 
piano to girls at our adolescent residence and 
that experience got me interested in child 
placement review. 
51 
Five social workers were aware of why they were 
appointed to Child placement Review Boards. One,           was 
employed at a private adoption agency, had lobbied for the 
enabling legislation, and promptly volunteered to serve on 
her local Board. Another applied for a position on the 
Board after she resigned from DYFS, because she had been 
impressed with the work of the Board. A medical social 
worker, who had formerly directed a children's service 
program, explained: 
Well, I've known [name of District Office Manager] 
for a long time, and she told me I could be helpful. 
We give a lot of suggestions to workers and she 
thinks this is helpful in getting permanence for 
children. 
The remaining two social workers assumed that they were 
appointed because the judge had learned of their work in 
child welfare. 
Three attorneys stated that the judge knew first hand 
of their interest in child welfare, because they had fre-
quently tried cases in Juvenile Court • 
• • • \lell I don't know if I should say this on tape 
but Judge [name] tapped me because he said you 
have always complained about the system, so now's 
your chance to do something about it! 
Two high school teachers were also aware of why they 
were appoill ted to Ch ild Placement Review Boards. One 
explained 
Well, when [name] retired from our school, she 
suggested my name to the judge. 
The other teacher assumed he was appointed because the judge 
looked favorably on his many years of volunteer service on 
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his town's Juvenile Conference Committee. In New Jersey, 
j uve_niles_ who admit guilt to minor offenses may be waived 
from court and appear before Juvenile Conference Committees 
(JCC). These JCC's are five member citizen panels who are 
responsible for interviewing the juvenile, his parents and 
other interested parties and then recommend an appropriate 
course of action, such as referring the family for coun-
seling or having the juvenile make restitution. 
Another Board respondent applied because, as an adop-
tive parent, he had become very interested in advocating for 
permanence. This respondent was from the county were a 
fellow Board member speculated he was appointed because he 
was a male, so the judge may have also considered this fac-
tor in appointing him. 
In contrast to the 34 Board respondents who had pre-
vious experience with some aspect of the child welfare 
system, two Board respondents stated that they were 
appointed because of their personal relationships with court 
personnel. 
\vell you won't believe this, but I was at a party 
and I met this woman who worked in the court. 
When she heard I was retired, she suggested I 
volunteer and it seemed like a good idea. I 
raised one child and have five grandchildren. 
That doesn't make me an oracle--but I thought 
I could help. 
My husband rides to work with the judge's 
secretary. She knows I've always worked [in 
volunteer efforts such as Church, Girl Scouts] 
with children and that [the Board] had an 
opening and she asked my husband if I'd be 
interested. 
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It is worth noting that Child placement Review Boards 
had members who were familiar with foster care and Juvenile 
Court. Since the enabling legislation recognizes the impor-
tance of appointing persons with appropriate backgrounds,l 
it is noteworthy that in practice, this requirement appears 
to have been observed. 
Noticeably absent were politically motivated indivi-
duals who were primarily interested in using the appointment 
as a means of enhancing their stature in the community. Far 
from being "outsiders" to foster care, virtually all of the 
Child placement Review Board members were aware of the 
problems confronting DYFS and they had made previous efforts 
to improve the system. Moreover, their knowledge of the 
courts, local resources and DYFS could help them to make 
thoughtful recommendations about case planning to the judge. 
The one criticism one could make, however, is that mem-
bership on Child placement Review Boards was limited to per-
sons with middle and upper middle class occupations or affi-
liations. One Board Chair-person attributed the lack of 
representatives of the poor and "near poor" to the fact that 
Board members were not paid and generally they were not 
reimbursed for such out-of-pocket expenses as travel and 
child care. Although the CPRA permits counties to reimburse 
1 "Each member shall be a person who has either training, 
experience or interest in issues concerning child place-
ment or child development" (Laws of the State of New 
Jersey for the Second Annual Session 1977, Chapter 427, 
30:4C-57. 
54 
members for related expenses, not all have done so on a 
regulay; basis. 
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TABLE 2: COMPARISON OF SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW BOARD MEMBERS 
Number of Number of Occupation of 
Children in Review Boards Sex Racial/Ethnic Each Review 
Countx                         Placementb in the County Distribution Distribution Board Member 
Atlantic 151,871 233 1 3 women 2 Whites Teacher 
2 men 2 Bl acks Attorney 
1 Hispanic 2 Social Workers 
Psychologist 
Bergen                 243 3 Board One 
3 women 4 Whites Teacher 
2 men 1 Black Physician 
3 Volunteers 
Board Two 
4 women 4 Whites Teacher 1 man 1 Black 2 Social Workers 
2 Volunteers 
Board Three 
3 women 4 Whites Teacher 
2 men 1 Black Lawyer 
2 Social Workers 
Volunteer 
Burlington                 296 1 4 women 5 Whites Teacher 
2 men 1 Black 2 Social Workers 2 Volunteers 
Retired Army 
Officer 
Camden 448,534 506 2 Board One 
4 women 4 Whites Lawyer 
1 man 1 Black 3 Social Workers 
(including a nun) 
other 
i 
TABLE 2 (Cont'd) I 
OCCup1tion,Of Number of Number of 
Children in Review Boards Sex Racial/Ethnic Each Review 
Countl POQulationa Placementb in the Countl Distribution Distribution BoardiMember 
Camden (Cont'd) Board Two Teacher 
4 women 3 Whites Lawyer 
1 man 1 Black Social Worker 
1 Hispanic Volunteer 
Other 
Cape !'-Iay 52,338 85 1 3 women 4 Whites Teacher 
2 men 1 Black                                    




Cumberland 98,886 211 1 3 women 4                 Teacher 
2 men 1 Hispanic Soci al Worker 
2 Speech Therapists 
Other 
Essex 1351,116 1,940 5 Board One 
3 women 4 Whites Teacher 
2 men 1 Black               School 
Employee 
2 Social Workers 
Other 
Board Two 2 Lawyers 
3 women 3                 2 Social WGrkers 
2 men 1 Black Otheri 
1 Hispanic 
Board Three Lawyer 
2 women 4 Whites Social Worker 
2 men 2 Businessmen 
U"I 
""-I 
TAULE 2 (Cont'd) 
Number of Number of Occupation of 
Children in Review Boards Sex Racial/Ethnic Each Review 
Countx                         Placementb in the Countt Uistribution Distribution Board Member 
Essex (Cont'd) Board Four 2 Social Workers 
2 women 2 Whites Medical Techno-
3 men 2 Blacks nogist 
1 Hispanic Volunteer 
Other 
Board Five Teacher 
3 women 3 Whites 2 Social Workers 
1 man 1 Black Volunteer 
Glouster 159,235 157 1 4 women 4 Whites 1 Social                1 man 1 Black 3 Volunteers 
Other 
Hudson 556,972 604 4 Board One 3 Psychologists 
1 woman 4 Whites (including a 
3 men priest) 
Volunteer 
Board Two Teacher 
3 women 4 Whites School Employee 
1 man Retired Secretary 
College Student 
Board Three 2 Teachers 
3 women 4 Whites Soci al Worker 
1 man Other 
Board Four Teacher 
2 women 3 Whites Physician 
3 men 2 Blacks Lawyer 
Child Care Worker c..n oc 
TABLE 2 (Cont'd) 
Number of Number of Occupation of 
Children in Review Boards Sex Racial/Ethnic Each Review 
County Populationa Placementb in the County Distribution Distribution Board Member 
Hunterdon 11 ,611 59 1 5 women 5 Whites Teacher 
2 Social Workers 
Volunteer 
Other 
rlercer 259,531 296 1 2 women 4                 Social Worker 
2 men Other 
2 Volunteers 
(incld. former 
              worker) 
1·1i ddl esex 576,014 369 3 Board One 
3 women 2 Whites                
2 men 2 Blacks 2 Social Workers 1 Hispanic 2 Other 
Board Two 2 Teachers 4 women 4 Whites         ni ster 
1 man 1 Hispanic Volunteer 
Board Three Teacher 
4 women 4 Whites Soci a 1              
1 man 1 Hispanic Volunteer 
2 Other 
I 
r"onmouth 445,569 285 2 4 women 5 Whites 2 Teachers (Data on one 1 man Psych910gist Board was Social Worker 
unusable) Volunteer ; 
TABLE 2 (Cont'd) 
Number of Number of Occupation of 
Chil dren in Review Boards Sex Racial/Ethnic Each Review 
County POl:!ulationa Placementb in the               Distribution Distribution Board Member 
Iv'lorri s 340,421 228 1 3 women 4 Whites Teacher 







Ocean 251,637 228 1 4 women 4 Whites School Employee 1 man 1 Black Other 
3 Volunteers 
Passaic                 524 2 Board One Teacher 4 women 4 Whites 2 School Employees 
1 man 1 Black 2 Social                  
Board Two Teacher 
4 women 3                 2 Social Workers 
1 Bl ack (one reti red) 
Other 
Salem 37,171 85 1 1 woman 2                 3 Teachers 
2 men 1 Black 
Somerset 153,395 171 1 22 \oJomen 4                 Physician 
3 men 1 Black 2 Social Workers 
Law Student 
Volunteer 
Sussex 47,624 64 1 3 women 5 Whites Cl ergyman 
2 men Foster Pa rent 
3 Volunteers '" 0 
a Census 1980 Number of Inhabitants in New Jersey, Table 3 "Population of Counties by Urban 





COMPARISON OF RACIAL BACKGROUND OF CHILD PLACEMENT 
REVIEW BOARD MEMBERS WITH ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION OF 
COUNTIES AND YOUNGSTERS IN DYFS PLACEMENTS 
Youngsters in 
Board DYFS P1acementb 
% Non- % Non- % Non-
County % White Whitea % White White % White White 
Atlantic 79.S 20.2 40 60 35.7 64.3 
Bergen 98.2 7.2 SO 20 71.7 28.3 
98.2 7.2 SO 20 71.7 2S.3 
98.2 7.2 SO 20 71.7 28.3 
Burlington S4.7 15.3 S3 17 44.9 55.1 
Camden S1.3 lS.7 80 20 37.7 62.3 
S1.3 lS.7 60 40 37.7 62.3 
Cape May 92.6 7.4 80 20 59.1 40.9 
Cumberland 78.1 21.9 80 20 41.1 58.9 
Essex 56.7 43.3 80 20 8.3 91.7 
56.7 43.3 60 40 8.3 91.7 
56.7 43.3 100 0 8.3 91.7 
56.7 43.3 40 60 8.3 91.7 
56.7 43.3 75 25 8.3 91.7 
Gloster 90.2 9.8 80 20 64.2 35.8 
Hudson 74.0 26.0 100 0 21.6 7S.3 
74.0 26.0 100 0 21.6 78.3 
74.0 26.0 100 20 21.6 7S.3 
74.0 26.0 60 40 21.6 '7S.3 
Hunterdon 97.6 2.4 100 0 91.0 9.0 
Mercer 78.6 21.4 100 0 19.4 80.6 
TABLE 2A (Continued) 
COMPARISON OF RACIAL BACKGROUND OF CHILD P-LACEMENT 
REVIEW BOARD MEMBERS WITH ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION OF 
COUNTIES AND YOUNGSTERS IN DYFS PLACEMENTS 
---------------
.youngsters in 
Board DYFS Placementb 
% Non- % Non- % Non-
County % White Whitea % White nhite % White White 
Hiddlesex 89.6 10.4 40 60 55.5 44.5 
89.6 10.4 80 20 55.5 44.5 
89.6 10.4 80 20 55.5 44.5 
Monmouth 89.3 10.7 100 0 49.8 50.2 
Morris 95.2 4.8 80 20 83.5 16.5 
Ocean 96.0 4.0 80 20 75.4 25.5 
Passaic 79.0 21.0 80 20 25.2 74.8 
79.0 21.0 75 25 25.2 74.8 
Salem 83.8 16.2 67 33 37.1 62.9 
Somerset 92.8 7.2 80 20 79.2 20.8 
Sussex 98.6 1.4 100 0 90.6 9.4 
Union 79.5 19.5 60 40 20.1 79.9 
79.5 19.5 60 40 20.1 79.9 
79.5 19.5 100 0 20.1 79.9 
                98.1 1.9 100 0 94.1 5.9 
a 1980 Census New Jersey, Racial Distribution of County 
population. 
b Office of Civil Rights, Department of Health and Human 
Services, 1980 Children and Youth Referral Survey Public 
and Social \Jelfare and Social Services Agencies. Vol. II 
washington D.C.: September 1981. pp 472-484. Averages 
from several local offices within large counties of 
Essex, Hudson, Monmouth, Passaic and Union were used for 
this comparison. 
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Training for Members of Child placement Review Boards 
In terms of training for child placement review, 18 
Board respondents recalled having received some preparation 
for their assignment. The training always included at least 
one DYFS presentaton about the Division's mandate and inter-
nal operations. In one urban county, Board members were 
also invited to accompany a worker into the field, and the 
DYFS respondent had wished that more Board members would 
have taken advantage of this opportunity so that they could 
see first hand the difficult circumstances confronted by 
their staff. 
We want the Board to understand the pressure of 
time ••• that the caseworkers' job is impossible. 
Many of these people wouldn't do their job for 
all the money in the world. 
Thirteen Board respondents felt their training was ade-
quate, while five others felt that they were not given suf-
ficient preparation to deal with the complexities of case 
planning for difficult youngsters. 
The only way to learn is to jump in and get started. 
Training can't prepare you for the nitty gritty. 
I don't think any training could have prepared me 
for the difficult cases we had to deal with. 
We didn't get enough training about residential 
placement. It's a difficult area. 
Eleven Board respondents mentioned that they had 
received training subsequent to the implementation of 
review. In most cases, this follow-up training included 
additional briefings about specialized DYFS services such as 
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adoption and residential placement. In one county, Board 
members- -received partial reimbursement to attend_out-of-
state conferences. 
On a statewide level, the Child placement Review Board 
Advisory Council reimbursed all local Board members who 
attended a one day training session about the role and func-
tion of the Child placement Review Boards in September 1980 
and October 1981. The topics for these conferences, which 
this investigator attended, were developed jointly with DYFS 
and the State Supreme Court. At: U-.ese conferences, special 
attention was given to discussions about legal grounds for 
termination of parental rights, as well as presentations 
about the effects of separation from parents. 
Summary 
Study findings indicated that the majority of Child 
Placement Review Board members were white females and that 
virtually all Child placement Review Board members had pre-
vious experience in foster care. Most Board members 
employment had given them some familiarity with foster care 
and/or Juvenile Court; while about one-third had become 
acquainted with the child welfare system through other kinds 
of volunteer service in the community. An analysis of Board 
member's backgrounds, then, indicated that the intent of the 
enabling legislation to appoint people who were familiar 
with foster care was fulfilled. 
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CHAPTER V 
CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW JERSEY'S 
CHILD PLACEl4ENT REVIE\tl BOARDS 
According to the enabling legislation, the number of 
Child placement Review Boards may not exceed the number of 
Juvenile and DOmestic Relations Court judges authorized for 
each county. The effect of this provision was that the 
urban counties which have large numbers of youngsters in 
care have more Review Boards than do rural counties. There 
was one exception to this pattern, however, because one 
affluent suburban county, which had three positions for JDR 
judges, had a disproportionately high number of Boards for 
the number of youngsters in foster care. 
At the time of data collection, there were 37 Child 
placement Review Boards. The number of Boards within any 
one county ranged fron one to             and 13 of New Jersey's 
21 counties had only one Board. 
As mentioned earlier in Chapter I, the Child Placement 
Review Act (CPRA) provided a great deal of autonomy to New 
Jersey's 21 counties in implementing the law. For example, 
local Boards could decide 1) when to schedule review 
                    2) how many cases to review at each                   3) 
how frequently to review particular               and 4) whether to 
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insist on having DYFS present at each meeting. Study fin-
dings indicated that. the 36 Bo.ards reported in this .study 
varied considerably on these characteristics. 
Although the CPRA also permitted Boards to determine 
the place of their meeting, study findingd indicated that 29 
met in the Court House. In four rural counties, as well as 
one Board in a county with several Boards, meetings of the 
Child Placement Review Board were held in other public 
buildings such as schools and country administrative offices. 
One rural Board met in the county Freeholder's meeting room 
and another rural Board met at the DYFS District Office. 
According to both the Board Chairperson and DYFS 
respondent of this rural county, locating Board meetings at 
the DYFS District Office had the advantage of being readily 
accessible to workers who regularly presented testimony to 
the Board. One other rural Board had originally met at the 
DYFS District Office, but when a staff person was assigned, 
the meeting place was changed to the Court House in order to 
demonstrate the Board's independence from DYFS. The Board 
Chairperson, however, felt that this change in location had 
the disadvantage of being inconvenient to some workers and 
this was reflected in the fact that they had recently 
stopped giving testimony. 
This chapter characterizes the 36 Child Placement 
Review Boards reported in this study in terms of their 
"activism". For the purpose of this study, "activist" 
Boards are those which assumed an independent posture from 
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DYFS. For example, these Boards were more likely to 
question information contained in workers' reports to the 
Boards and they monitored many cases more often than once 
a year as required by law. In addition, "activist" Boards 
were more likely to have open communication with the 
Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court Judge who was suppor-
tive of their work. 
In contrast, "non-activist" Boards were less likely to 
question DYFS reports and they were also reluctant to give 
frequent scrutiny to cases. Moreover, "non-activist" Boards 
had little or no contact with their judge and respondents 
felt he was not interested in their work. 
Description of Activism Index Used to Characterize Boards 
Five characteristics of Child placement Review Boards 
were selected to measure Boards' activism: 1) whether or not 
Boards insisted that DYFS be present at the review meetings; 
2) the frequency of review meetings; 3) the Board 
respondent's contact with the judge; 4) the usual number of 
cases reviewed at each meeting; and 5) the Board 
respondent's estimate of the percentage of cases scheduled 
for frequent review. The properties of this index are sum-
marized in Table 4 below. 
It should be noted that this investigator recognizes 
that some of the inter-item correlations of this activisim 
index are weak. This index is presented, however, in order 
to highlight key differences observed in local Board opera-
tions. 
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DYFS Presence at Review I-Ieetings. As indicated in 
Table 3 below, eight Boards regularly heard testimony from 
workers and 14 Boards regularly heard testimony from the 
DYFS person who was assigned responsibility for child place-
ment review business. The remaining 14 Boards had a DYFS 
representative present less than 10% of the time. 
A few Board respondents commented about their rationale 
for wanting DYFS workers present when their cases were 
reviewed. 
vle just though tit \'lould be a waste of time to have 
"paper" [no DYFS person present] reviews.           thought 
it was important to discuss the case with the workers. 
Our judge thought it was important to have workers pre-
sent. He told DYFS he'd subpoena workers if they 
didn't attend. 
Before review started, we met with the judge and the 
district Office Manager and we agreed that \'lOrkers 
\-lQuld attend. I think it's critical for workers to 
attend, because you can't get enough information from 
the forms. 
Having DYFS present then \'ias one way of putting them on 
notice that they had to answer to an outside body. The most 
dramatic way of conveying this message was to insist that 
workers attend. Having the DYFS liaison present was prob-
ably a compromise, since DYFS was generally reluctant to 
have workers spend so much time on revie\y business. 
(See Chapter VI.) 
It was hypothesized that the time of review meetings 
would be related to having a DYFS representative present. 
That is, more DYFS staff \'iOuld give testimony to Boards 
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meeting during regular business hours, since their work 
schedules were compatible with review meetings. As indi-
cated in Table 3 below, this hypothesis was partially borne 
out by study findings. DYFS liaisons were more likely to 
attend review meetings held during regular business hours, 
but caseworkers were more likely to attend review meetings 
held outside regular business hours. 
TABLE 3 
COMPARISON OF TIME OF CHILD PLACEf1ENT REVIEW MEETING AND 
DYFS PRESENCE 
(N=36 ) 
DYFS DYFS DYFS 
Worker Liaison Staff 
Present Present Present 
Regular 11.8 47.0 41.2 100% (N=17) 
Business Hours 
outside Regular 31.6 31.6 36.8 100% (N=19) 
Business Hours 
Frequency of Review r-1eetings. Of the 36 Boards covered 
by this study, 12 Boards met once a week; 16 met biweekly; 
three met three times a month; and six met monthly. 
At the time of data collection, some two years after 
review was implemented, 15 Boards had reduced the frequency 
of their meetings. l In most cases, Boards which had been 
1 Data for the original frequency of Board meetings was 
taken from Survey Report on Implementation of the Child 
placement Review Act prepared by the Association of 
Children of New Jersey and the State public Affairs 
Committee of the Junior Leagues of New Jersey. 
Newark: New Jersey, November 1979, p. 20. 
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meeting once a week began meeting biweekly about a year 
after child placement review was implemented in their 
county. 
Board respondents explained their reasons for reducing 
the frequency of meetings as follows: 
The first year we had to review every case, but after 
that, we didn't have such a high volume. 
After we got rid of the backlog cases, we didn't need 
to meet as often. 
with the establishment of the third Board, we didn't 
need to meet as often. 
Seventeen Boards met during regular business hours, 
including ten which met in the morning and seven in the 
early afternoon. Of the remaining 19 Boards, four began 
their meeting in the late afternoon (4:00 or 4:30           14 
met in the evening and one met on Saturday mornings. While 
the evening and weekend hours were probably more convenient 
for Board members who were employed, the Division of Youth 
and Family Services preferred to have Board meetings during 
regular business hours so that staff would not accrue over-
time whenever they gave testimony. 
The length of time generally spent at Board meetings 
ranged from one to one-half hours to six and a few Boards 
occasionally met for eight hours. Generally meetings lasted 
three hours although a few Boards which met only once a 
month held longer sessions. 
Board Respondent's Contact with the Judge. Of the 36 
Board respondents, four had regular contact with their 
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judge. These four Board members had scheduled meetings at 
which they discussed concerns and sought judicial interpre-
tation of pertinent laws. Sixteen Board respondents met 
with their judge occasionally and they felt he was 
accessible and supportive of their work. In contrast, 16 
Board respondents had never met their               and they felt 
he was not supportive of their work. 
Boards which had the support of their judiciary were in 
a stronger position to press DYFS for thorough information 
and well documented case plans. As will be discussed in 
detail in chapter VII, the support of the Juvenile and 
Domestic Relations court Judge was a critical factor in 
strengthening the Boards'             and there were a variety of 
ways in which judges fostered or undermined the Boards' 
work. with the exception of the judge's contact with the 
Board respondent, there was no consistent way of charac-
terizing judicial support, so this was selected as a general 
indicator in order to include consideration of the judge's 
influence in the activism index. 
Usual Number of Cases Reviewed. Board respondents' 
estimate of the usual number of cases reviewed at a meeting 
revealed that the average number of cases varied con-
siderably. One rural county generally reviewed only three 
cases at a meeting, while one of the Boards from an urban 
country reviewed 50 children, including many sibling groups. 
The average number of cases reviewed at a review meeting 
\'1as 14. 
72 
The number of cases reviewed at a meeting was posi-
t_ively related to Boards' activism. That is, Boards which 
usually reviewed more than 14 cases at a meeting were more 
likely to be activist Boards. Boards which reviewed many 
cases at each meeting were those who chose to review cases 
before the next mandated annual review. The reasons for 
Boards giving more frequent scrutiny to cases are explained 
belo\,l. 
Number of Cases Scheduled for Frequent Review. 
According to the enabling legislation, the Boa-rds must 
review all cases "at least annually."l Implicit in this 
provision of the law was a sanction to use a procedure com-
monly known as "re-review," or "relist." In instances where 
the Board agreed with DYFS planning goals, but wanted to 
closely monitor case progress, the Board scheduled the case 
for a subsequent review, usually three to six months later. 
The most frequent ,reasons for rescheduling reviews were to 
assess parents' progress towards fulfilling contractual 
obligations and to verify that cases were referred to the 
Adoption Resource Centers (ARC's). 
Re-review is an effective way to keep tabs on parents. 
Re-review puts a firecracker under DYFS. It gets cases 
moving. We always re-review when it's adoption. 
otherwise another year could go by. 
What we're really trying to do is force an issue. 
That would have been one of those cases where the 
child got to be 15 years old and DYFS was still 
1 Laws of the State of New Jersey for the Second Annual 
Session, 1977, Chapter 427, 30-4C 58. 
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trying to work with the parents. By re-reviewing 
every three months, we forced movement on the case. 
[The child was adopted after the parents agreed to 
surrender at the third re-review nine months after 
the initial placement date.] 
Hardly a case goes by which we don't re-review. We 
re-review for every kind of reason, to see progress 
in school, to see progress of parents, to see how 
the case is going at the ARC. [Adoption Resource 
Center. ] 
Twenty-five of the 36 Board respondents were able to 
estimate the percentage of cases scheduled for re-review. 
The Board respondents' estimates ranged from 98% of the 
cases to 5%; with an average of 31 percent. (In scoring 
this item on the "activism" index, the DYFS respondent's 
estimate was used if the Board member was unable to recall 
how frequently cases were re-revie\,led.) 
The implicit message of re-review is that citizen 
Boards cannot rely on the social \'IOrk professionals to 
follow through on such technical functions as working with 
parents or processing cases for adoption. Rather, Boards 
felt that it was necessary to act as a persistent overseer 
on DYFS in order to be effective advocates for children. 
Re-review then was another way by which Boards put DYFS 
on notice that someone was taking careful scrutiny of cases 
and probably did more to demonstrate the Boards' independent 
role than formal                             with DYFS. (The law provided 
that DYFS may request a summary hearing before the judge if 
they disagreed with the Board's recommendation.) Study 
findings indicated that formal disagreements with DYFS plans 
were relatively infrequent, presumably because most children 
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were in the only care arrangement possible. Re-review, on 
the other hand, recognized the impracticability of taking 
immediate action (as for example, termination of parental 
rights when the parent had not had sufficient opportunity to 
plan for the child) but held DYFS accountable for taking 
timely action to ensure permanence for children. 
TABLE 4 
INDEX OF ACTIVISM OF CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW BOARDS 
% (N) 
A. Usual Type of Review 
1.7 "paper" i.e. DYFS present less 
than 10% of the time 
2.7 Liaison regularly attends 
3. Caseworkers regularly attend 
B. Frequency of Review Meetings 
1. Less than biweekly 
2. Biweekly 
3. Weekly 
C. usual Number of Cases Reviewed 
Range from 30 to 50, mean average 14 
D. Board Respondent's Contact with Judge 
1. Never 
2. Occasionally 
3. Regularly (usually bimonthly) 
E. percentage of Cases Re-reviewed 
Range from no cases to 95% of the cases 





























TABLE 4 (Cont'd) 












Intercorrelations Among Hems 
B C D E 
-.37 -.01 .01 .48 












Factors Associated with Boards' Activism 
                        this invest.igator thought that county size 
and the presence of a social worker on the Board would be 
associated with Boards' activism. That is, rural and subur-
ban counties with fewer youngsters in care would be more 
active than Boards covering large urban areas with high 
caseloads. Another reason for speculating that smaller 
counties would have more active Boards was a feeling that 
Board members in less populous counties could be more 
influential, since they had fewer people to deal with in 
their DYFS District Office. 
As indicated in Table 5 be 1m., , this hypothesis was not 
borne out by study findings. A comparison of the activism 
scores of 21 boards covering highly urban counties with 
those of 15 Boards covering rural and suburban counties 
indicated that while urban Boards scored slightly higher on 
the activism index, this difference was insignificant. 
This investigator also hypothesized that Boards having 
a social worker would be more activist than Boards without a 
social worker. The social workers on Child Placement Review 
Boards were in an anamalous position, for while they were 
identified with lay volunteers, their backgrounds were more 
compatible with those of DYFS staff. presumably, social 
workers on Child Placement Review Boards had a similar 
perspective and value orientation to case planning; and 
therefore, they could be more influential with their 
colleagues within DYFS. 
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As indicated in Table 5 below, while the 26 Boards 
having social workers scored slightly higher on the activism 
index, this difference was insignificant. 
TABLE 5 
C0I>1PARISON OF BOARDS' ACTIVISM SCORES BY SIZE OF COUNTY 
AND BY PRESENCE OF A SOCIAL WORKER ON THE BOARD 
ACTIVISM BY SIZE OF COUNTY 
Mean Activism Score of Boards 
Urban County 25.6 (N=2l)a 
Rural/Suburban County 24.3 (N=15) 
a t = .9, 34 df n.s. 
ACTIVISl1 BY PRESENCE OF A SOCIAL WORKER ON THE BOARD 
Social Worker 
No Social Worker 
b t = 1.2, 34 df n.s. 





Study findings indicated that Boarqs varied in the 
degree to which they questioned DYFS planning goals. The 
most dramatic way Boards put DYFS on notice was to hold 
another review of a case prior to the next mandated annual 
review. Boards which asserted an independent role were more 
likely to reschedule reviews of particular cases, to monitor 
parents' progress and to verify that cases had been referred 
to the Adoption Resource Centers. 
Other characteristics of Boards which asserted them-
selves as independent overseers of DYFS were insisting on 
having a DYFS person present at review meetings, holding 
weekly as opposed to bimonthly or monthly meetings, 
reviewing more cases at each meeting and having contact with 
the Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court Judge. 
An "Activism" index of the 36 Boards was developed to 
quantify the degree to which Child placement Review Boards 
asserted themselves as independent monitors. These activism 
scores were not significantly related to county size or 
having a social worker on the Board. As will be discussed 
in Chapter X, however, these activism scores were signifi-
cantly related to Board-DYFS relationships. 
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CHAPTER VI 
DYFS DISTRICT OFFICES' RESPONSE TO 
CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW 
One consequence of permitting each of New Jersey's 21 
counties to develop its own modus operandi for implementing 
child placement review was that the Central Office of the 
Division of Youth and Family Services (DYFS) was unable to 
establish guidelines to help local offices respond to the 
demands imposed upon them by Child Placement Review Boards. 
For example, until March 21, 1980, each county had its own 
reporting requirements, so that during the first year and 
one half that review was mandated, the DYFS administration 
was not able to clarify what kinds of information should be 
shared with Child Placement Review Boards. In addition, the 
counties had different priorities for scheduling "backlog" 
cases, so the Division's Central office computer facilities 
could not be utilized to help local offices identify cases 
for upcoming review. l 
One feature of local DYFS offices' response to child 
placement review was common throughout the State: All DYFS 
1 Personal interview with Harold P. Rosenthal, former 
Deputy Director of DYFS, January 18, 1979. 
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local offices appointed a liaisonl who was responsible for 
relating to the Child Placement Review Board(s) within the 
county • This similarity, however, was more apparent than 
. .. ------ ------ -
real, since the extent of these liaisons' involvement with 
review varied considerably. 
This chapter describes how the 22 DYFS District Offices 
which are responsible for supervising a county's foster home 
and residential placements organized for child placement 
review. (One large urban county had two District Offices.) 
Along with detailing the procedures District Offices deve-
loped to respond to child placement review, this chapter 
compares the District Office liaisons' perspectives about 
the difficulties they experienced in implementing child 
placement review and their assessment of staff's acceptance 
of child placement review. 
In addition, this chapter briefly considers how the 
four Adoption Resource Centers (ARC's) were organized to 
participate in child placement review. Because individual 
units within each ARC usually developed their own way of 
handling review according to the requirements of the county 
which the particular unit covered, it was not possible to 
characterize an adoption office's overall procedures for 
relating to Child placement Review Boards. In view of the 
difficulties of making an overall description of how the 
1 Within DYFS, these persons are called CPRA Coordinators, 
but for the purposes of this study, they are referred to 
as liaisons in order to distinguish them from the Board's 
Coordinators. (See Chapter V) 
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ARC's participated in child placement review, this author 
decided to consider the four adoption offices' involvement 
with review in a separate section. 
Obstacles to Implementing Child Placement Review 
In response to questions about what they considered the 
most serious obstacles to implementing child placement 
review, all but two District Office liaisons identified at 
least one difficulty; and 14 identified additional obstacles. 
Both liaisons who had not experienced serious obstacles 
were from rural counties where the Board met bimonthly or 
less often. In one instance, the Board had just been reac-
tivated after a long hiatus, so it may be that the recently 
appointed liaison had had insufficient experience with 
review to identify difficulties in its implementation. In 
the second county, the District Office had made concerted 
efforts to train the Board. Moreover, the District Office 
Manager and liaison had bimonthly meetings with the Board to 
discuss difficult cases, so it may be that the District 
Office had resolved any problems attendant to implementing 
review. 
We've been able to resolve any differences through 
personal meetings. Also the manual has helped a 
lot by clarifying Board and agency roles. For 
example that the Board can only make recommendations. 
Of the 20 District Office liaisons who identified at 
least one obstacle, ten faulted the Boards for making it 
difficult to implement review; eight liaisons identified the 
time required of workers to complete reporting requirements 
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as the most serious                     and the remaining two felt 
. --tha·t ·ensuring thatrepor·ts were typed and xeroxed in timely 
____ ._mannE:r __ was th_e.                               __                   _      __                                          ... __ . 
placement review. In one of these counties where clerical 
support had been reduced, workers had to photocopy three 
copies of all correspondence to the Board. 
You wouldn't believe this--it sounds crazy. 
just the xeroxing. There's so much for the 
to copy. And then the machine breaks down. 
takes a worker about 45 minutes to copy the 





Of the ten liaisons who identified some characteristic 
of the Boards as the most serious obstacle to implementing 
review, four stated that the system's reliance on untrained 
volunteers was an untenable situation because the DYFS pro-
fessional staff was more competent to assess planning goals 
than those mandated to review the Division's performance. 
This sentiment paralelled that of two other liaisons who 
stated that having to respond to the Boards' impractical 
recommendations was unnecessarily time-consuming. 
They're all lay people. They don't understand. 
Why the Boards are all untrained. They don't 
understand our clients. It's a crazy situation 
to have untrained people reviewing us. 
The Board is always making impractical recommen-
dations. They think we can make people go to 
therapy or job training. That's the problem 
with               untrained volunteers. 
Two other liaisons felt that the most serious obstacle 
was coping with the Boards' vindictive attitude towards the 
                while the remaining two liaisons stated that over-
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coming workers' resistance was the most serious obstacle to 
implementing child placement review. 
Our biggest problem is that the Board is out to get 
DYFS. They're just looking to find what we do wrong. 
The biggest problem? Overcoming workers resistance. 
I've had to do a great deal of work in this area. 
Along with the eight District Office liaisons who iden-
tified the time expended in completing forms as the most 
serious obstacle to implementing child placement review, 
five other liaisons mentioned this as a less serious 
obstacle. Of these 13 liaisons, 12 were able to estimate 
the amount of time required to complete the Boards' 
reporting requirements. l Their estimates ranged from 20 
minutes to seven hours, with an average of one and one half 
hours. According to one liaison, workers usually spent an 
entire day completing the initial placement report because 
they had to spend a considerable amount of time collecting 
necessary information. 
With regard to the periodic report of a child's plan to 
the Board, there was a wide variety in liaisons' estimates 
of how long it took workers to complete this form. One 
liaison remarked that completion of this form required only 
five minutes, while two said an entire day was needed. 
1 The Child placement Review Summary Initial (for plan 
within 45 days of initial placement) has a seven page 
form and the Child placement Review Summary Periodic 
is five pages. Both forms ask for narrative describing 
the child's and parents' (and caretaker as appropriate) 
progress towards planning goals. (See Appendix C) 
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On the average, liaisons estimated that workers took two 
hours to complete periodic review forms. 
Some liaisons explained factors accounting for the fact 
-- ----- -----------
that workers needed to spend several hours completing a 
report to the Child Placement Review Board. 
Sometimes workers need to contact foster parents to 
find out how the child is doing, or they have to 
contact them to find out if they want to adopt. 
Workers often have to contact the school to see 
how the child is doing. That takes a lot of time ••• 
Oh, I'd say two or three hours. 
On a new case, it could take a whole day, because 
workers need to talk with the parents and other 
parties to find out what the plan is. 
Well in the cases where they have to get updates, 
like when they have to find out how the child is 
doing at school and in the foster home, it could 
take several hours ••• Oh I couln't say how often 
they have to do this. 
While all 22 liaisons were sympathetic to the increased 
paperwork imposed upon workers, only five felt that it was 
possible to ameliorate this situation by having reports to 
the Child Placement Review Boards replace internal reporting 
requirements such as the intake summary or periodic dic-
tation. One of these liaisons explained. 
I'm a task oriented practitioner and I think the 
form covers all the points. I I ike the form I ••• 
yes, I've tried to talk to the District Office 
Manager, but he thinks dictation is "necessary to 
describe the psychodynamics of the case." No, 
he didn't explain what he meant. 
Like a few of her colleagues, this liaison also stated that 
workers would be more accepting of child placement review if 
the reporting forms replaced agency dictation. 
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While these five liaisons felt that the review forms 
adequately covered the information needed for in-house 
agency recording purposes, the remaining 17 liaisons stated 
that DYFS needed more detailed information than the space 
provided for on the review form. Most of these liaisons 
were unable to cite specific omissions, while a few stated 
that review forms did not include factual information such 
as mother's maiden name and/or dates of parental contact and 
that the Division needed this information. 
Although the DYFS Central Office collaborated with the 
Child Placement Review Board Advisory Council to develop 
forms which could be used for in-house purposes, the Central 
Office allowed each local office to decide whether reports 
to the Child Placement Review Boards would replace in-house 
reporting requirements. At the time of data collection, 
only one District Office was using the Report of Initial 
Placement to the Child Placement Review Board in lieu of 
their intake summary. 
District Office Liaisons' Assessment of Staff's Atti-
tude towards Review. 
Unless DYFS respondents volunteered the information, 
all were asked "At the present time, would you say that 
staff is enthusiastic, mildly for, somewhat critical or 
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The one liaison who felt staff were enthusiastic 
explained 
In our last survey of [14] workers' feelings about 
review, one-half were very favorable to review; 
three or four had mixea-teelings about it, because 
they felt some members had middle class values; 
and the               thought it was a waste of time. 
Everything that's going on affects morale, like 
increased paper work from everywhere. You can't 
isolate review. 
Workers love it when the Board goes along with a 
plan for adoption, because that means they've got 
a good case [for termination of parental rights]. 
They always refer to this [that the Board concurred 
with their plan] when they go to court. 
District Office liaisons who felt staff were mildly for 
child placement review elaborated. 
I'd say right now they're mildly for review. 
Initially, staff resented the fact of an overseer, 
but since the Board has not overturned many plans, 
they have accommodated to review. 
I'd say workers are mildly for it. Initially 
they were opposed because it took so much time 
to get caseloads up to date. Now that's over 
with ••• You have to understand that we gave inten-
sive training to explain review and its benefits, 
and I think that really helped improve morale. 
I think that the fact that everyone was in it 
together has influenced their acceptance. 
The fact that we have a paper review has made a 
big difference. I think workers would have really 
resented review if they had had to make personal 
appearances. 
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District Office liaisons who felt staff were somewhat 
critical commented. 
Well they see it as a chore to be done. They think 
it's redundant of the permanence planning they have 
to do anyway. 
Since some of the Board have really middle class 
values, they are critical. On the other hand, they 
support the concept of review. 
District Office liaisons who felt staff were opposed to 
review explained. 
It takes a great deal of time. A caseworker loses 
one half to one day on each case [to give testimony 
to Board]. Caseworkers resent being told what to 
do by non-professionals. Some workers have had 
teenage clients act out after review. 
Philosophically, they appreciate the intent of 
review. They are opposed in terms of the work 
involved. We are increasingly being given more 
paperwork, and this cuts down on service. Some-
thing has to give. 
The caseworkers see it as totally needless, time 
consuming, aggravating and one more thing to do. 
We had for example, at the beginning, one worker 
who spent more than 40 hours in one week on review, 
either writing reports or clarifying questions. 
Their [workers] whole thought was 'The Board is 
sitting there and we have to justify our plans 
to them' ••• It takes away from the job. 
There was no relationship between District Office size 
or frequency of review meetings and District Office 
liaisons' assessment of staff morale. There was, however, a 
relationship between the District Office liaison's assess-
ment of staff attitudes towards review and this investi-
gator's ranking of the relationship between the DYFS 
District Office and local Boards. As indicated in Table 7 
below, counties where the relationship between DYFS and 
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Child placement Review Boards was positive, workers were 
mQre likely to be                         Qf child                       revi.ew. (The 
relationships between local DYFS offices and Child Placement 
Review Boards is presented in Chapter IX). 
TABLE 7 
COMPARISON OF DYFS-BOARD RELATIONSHIPS AND 
DISTRICT OFFICE LIAISONS' ASSESSMENT OF 
STAFF'S ATTITUDE TOWARDS CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW 
Enthusiastic/ Somewhat 
Mildly For Critical Opposed Total 
% (N) % (N) % (N) % ( N) 
Highly positive 57 (4) 29 ( 2) 12 (1) 100 (7 ) 
positive 43 (3 ) 29 ( 2) 29 (2) 101 (3 ) 
Strained (0) 33 ( 3 ) 67 (6) . 100 (9 ) 
General Description of District Offices' Liaisons 
The District Office liaisons varied considerably with 
regard to their position within the District Office, their 
estimate of time spent on review business and the kinds of 
activities they undertook to manage child placement review 
within their county. This section compares the District 
Office liaisons on these                                   and the proceeding 
sections describe their involvement with child placement 
review. 
position of District Office Liaison Persons. Of the 22 
District Office liaison persons, three also served as the 
District Office Manager, the highest level position within 
the office. In two rural counties, the District Office 
Manager had assumed this role since the inception of review, 
while in the larger county, the District Office Manager 
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assumed this assignment when the liaison resigned. 
Two liaisons were Casework Supervisors; and six were 
Assistant Supervisors, responsible for one unit of case-
workers. Six liaisons had the title of Litigation 
Specialist, which is generally equivalent to the civil ser-
vice title of Assistant Supervisor. In larger District 
Offices, this position is often created to relieve staff of 
much of the work entailed in reporting to the Court. 
Four liaisons were Administrative Assistants, and these 
persons could have had the civil service status of Case-
workers or Assistant Supervisor. In addition to relating to 
Child Placement Review Boards, these persons usually had 
responsibility for scheduling workers' use of the office's 
fleet of cars and for                 as the District Office 
Managers' Special Assistant. 
In one large District Office, the liaison's sole 
responsibility was to deal with Child Placement Review mat-
ters. At the time of data collection, this position had 
recently been created, so the person had not yet fully 
carved out a role for herself. It was also not clear what 
civil service status she had. 
At the time of data collection, eight District Office 
liaisons had served in this capacity since review was imple-
mented in their counties, while one had served as liaison 
for only two months. The average length of time liaisons 
had had this assignment was 20 months and all had been 
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employed by DYFS for some time before being appointed the 
CPRA liaison. 
teen District Office liaisons could estimate the percentage 
of time spent on review business1 and their estimates ranged 
from 1% of their 35 hour work week to 98%. Ten liaisons 
reported spending no more than 10% of their time on review 
business1 seven usually between 15% and 25% of their work 
week on review matters and five spent at least one-third of 
their time on review. 
There was no relationship between the number of 
youngsters in placement within a county and liaison's esti-
mate of the time spent on review business (r=.Ol). Rather, 
one of two other factors seemed to account for District 
Office liaisons' extensive involvement in review. In two 
counties, relationships between the District Offices and the 
Boards were strained1 and the liaisons assumed a public 
relations function with the Board. 
We were concerned about confidentiality, but it 
[disagreement about sharing third party reports] 
got to be too much of a hassle, so we gave in ••• 
My presence at meetings helps a lot. I can explain 
agency policy and get clarification from workers. 
We've had less disagreements because I'm there to 
explain things ••• Oh like we can't make people go to 
therapy or to job training. They don't understand 
how limited we are in what we can do ••• Oh yes, they 
want to know all about adoption subsidy. 
I think our relationship is improving. I have 
good communication with the Boards. We discuss 
every case before the review and I'm prepared with 
updates •••• Another thing we've done is to have 
joint training sessions between workers and the 
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Boards. Oh we discuss how we'd handle certain 
cases. I sit in on all of them, and it's really 
helped our relationship with the Board. 
In two other counties where District Office liaisons 
spent at least one-third of their time on review business, 
liaisons thought that independent review could reinforce 
their own efforts to promote permanence planning. 
I don't say much at reviews. But I am constantly 
making assessments about the needs for staff 
training ••• Oh I was in favor of the [review] legis-
lation, because I thought that outside review of 
our methods would be helpful. I think that an 
outsider can help you pick up on things you might 
have missed. 
Review has helped workers focus on· permanence 
goals, especially on work with natural parents. 
I think that there is real value to putting case 
goals in writing, because workers have to pro-
vide documentation for their case goals ••• And I 
also think that re-review provides an excellent 
opportunity to reassess where we're going with 
cases. In a few cases, workers have used review 
to let parents know that we are serious about 
their living up to contracts. 
In the fifth county where the District Office liaison 
spent at least one-third of her time on review business, 
the District Office Manager had instituted intensive 
training in permanence planning for staff. In addition, the 
Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court Judge had informed the 
office that he would subpoena workers who refused to present 
testimony to the boards. (See Chapter VII.) In view of 
the judiciary's commitment to child placeloent review, the 
liaison spent considerable time ensuring that workers were 
well prepared. 
We give each case a dry run before it goes to the 
Board. I chair an internal review committee where 
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workers go over -their cases. Sometimes we make 
changes, especiallY getting more information ••• 
Oh no, I don't think it _ [Board review] is redunctant. 
Let's fact it, you're going to be more careful if 
someone from the outside is checking on you •••• My 
---roi-e- at review?----I-t-r-y-to-st-a-y as -incon-sp-icueus-a-s-
possible. I'm there to give moral support to the 
workers. -
District Offices' Internal Procedures for Managing 
Child Placement Review 
In two urban District Offices, there was evidence that 
internal operations had been modified as a result of having 
to document case planning goals to an outside body. In both 
of these District Offices, all workers followed a clearly 
defined procedure for preparing cases for review. Moreover, 
the liaisons played a key role in ensuring that reports to 
Child Placement Review Boards provided sufficient documen-
tation about planning goals and service activities. These 
two District Offices' arrangements for preparing cases for 
child placement review are described below. 
In contrast to these two District Offices, the 
remaining 20 had not developed a common practice for helping 
workers prepare cases for review. Moreover, the degree of 
"hands on" involvement with review business varied con-
siderably among these offices. These arrangements (or lack 
of arrangements) are detailed below. 
District Office With Standardized Procedures for Child 
Placement Review. As described in the section above, in one 
District Office, all cases were subject to an internal 
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review chaired by the liaison. At these meetings, the 
worker, supervisor and liaison reviewed progress towards 
planning goals and discussed appropriate next steps. 
In the other county, the District Office had provided 
intensive training in permanence when review was initiated. 
This office also had developed a review form which was, in 
effect, a contract signed by the client and worker. (When 
the uniform review forms were issued in spring 1981, this 
District Office continued to use the original form for 
contracting with parents.) This District Office liaison 
carefully scrutinized all forms before transmittal to the 
Board. In the early months, she frequently returned reports 
instructing workers to provide time frames and/or more 
clearly specify what tasks the parent must complete in order 
to resume care. This liaison also developed her own check 
lists on which she tallied all reasons for returning forms 
for                       and she met with workers and/or units whe-
never she identified persistent problems in completing 
forms. As she explained 
The caseworker prepares a plan which is reviewed 
by the client and supervisor and is then sent to 
me. I review and often return for clarity ••• 
Or I return [instructing the worker] to specify 
the terms of the contract and time frames. I 
don't return as many now as at the beginning. 
District Offices Without Standardized Internal Procedures. 
In the remaining 20 District Offices, staff were not 
required to follow a set procedure for preparing cases for 
review. Moreover, the involvement of the liaison in 
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ensuring that adequate information was sent to Child 
Placement Review Boards varied considerably. Five-liaisons 
read all reports to verify that appropriate documentation 
was provided before transmittal to the Board7 and they occa-
sionally returned reports for rewriting. Another five 
liaisons read some reports7 and in most instances, these 
liaisons were Assistant Supervisors who read reports pre-
pared by their workers. The remaining ten liaisons did not 
check any reports before transmittal to the Board7 and all 
of them estimated that less than 10% of their time was spent 
on review business. 
Two of the five liaisons who regularly read all reports 
before transmittal to the Board indicated that they checked 
all reports because the Boards had taken issue with infor-
mation presented in some of the initial cases sent to the 
Boards. 
My reading of reports is a direct result of a 
problem we had on one case. The worker wrote 
that the children were placed because of inade-
quate housing and the Board disapproved, saying 
it was an inappropriate reason. Well after 
brainstorming, we realized that the mother had 
lots of serious problems, and inadequate housing 
was the last straw. Now I read all reports to 
catch things like that. 
The Board wants specifics. So I read all the 
cases and if goals need clarity, I return for 
rewriting •••• Well lid return forms if workers 
are vague about what parents have to do to get 
kids back. 
The five liaisons who only read some reports either had 
insufficient time to read all reports or they were reluctant 
to check work for which fellow supervisors were responsible. 
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With all the other things I have to do, I don't 
have time to read everything. I read some to 
see what's going on •••• Well if I thought something 
was unclear, I'd try to talk with the worker. 
All the reports are signed off by the unit secretary. 
She eyeballs them and if something is missing, I 
return them. Oh, I couldn't say how often I do 
that •••• Well sometimes workers will forget to check 
off a short term goal. 
Oh no, I don't read reports from other units. I 
am very careful not to interfere with other 
supervisors. But I do read all my workers' reports 
and return them all the time. The style of social 
work writing has historically been vague. And for 
a good reason - confidentiality. If I read a 
report where the reason for placement was "neglect", 
I return it for the worker to specify behavior. I 
want them to think in concrete terms. 
Four of the ten liaisons who did read any workers' 
reports explained: 
At the beginning, I read all reports, but not now. 
The units send on their own. My job is to notify 
workers of the scheduled meetings. 
No, I don't read all the reports. But I hold case 
conferences when the workers and supervisors have a 
question ••• Oh I'd say about 20% of all the cases 
have a conference before being sent to the Board. 
The reports go through the supervisors and I get a 
copy. I keep a log. No, I never considered reading 
cases, it's more appropriate for the immediate 
supervisor because she knows the case. I'm not 
familiar with most cases, although I do remember 
some from when I was a supervisor. 
The workers have nothing to do with review, except 
to fill out that very, very long form. I don't 
bother reading them. 
Frequency of DYFS Testimony to Child Placement Review 
Boards 
Five District Office liaisons regularly gave testimony 
at review meetings; and in seven other counties, workers 
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presented all their cases to the Boards. In the remaining 
nine counties, (One of these counties had two-District 
Offices) DYFS personnel appeared before Child Placement 
Review Boards less than 10% of the time. 
All five liaisons who regularly attended review 
meetings provided updates on cases and clarified DYFS 
policy. Two of these liaisons elaborated 
It's suposed to be a paper review. I agreed to go, 
because I feel strongly that workers should not have 
to spend their time at review hearings ••• In the 
beginning, I had to clarify policy, especially on 
procedures for referral to residential schools. 
I go to all the reviews and basically I stick up 
for the workers (Emphasis added) ••• I am always 
clarifying policy. They think we can find housing 
for people, but that's not our role ••• They also want 
to know everything about adoption subsidy. 
There was a relationship between District Office size 
and the practice of having workers regularly present testi-
mony to the Boards. Of the seven counties where workers 
were expected to give testimony, six had less than 250 
children in care. 
Originally, this investigator thought that staff morale 
would be negatively affected if workers were required to 
attend review meetings to present their cases. Study find-
ings, however, did not indicate that requiring workers to 
attend review meetings was associated with low morale. Of 
the seven counties where workers were required to present 
their cases, four District Office liaisons felt staff were 
enthusiastic or mildly for review; while three other 
liaisons felt staff were opposed to review. 
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Several of the District Office liaisons from the ten 
counties where DYFS did not regularly appear at review 
meetings commented that they thought such a requirement 
would have been unduly burdensome. 
I'm very pleased with paper review, because it would 
be too hard on staff to have to appear. 
I'm satisfied with review. The fact that we have a 
paper review means it has not placed too much stress 
on workers. 
We try to avoid personal appearances because it's 
supposed to be a paper review. 
But the caseworkers do go when they learn from the 
Court that the natural parent will be there and 
they suspect that they will present a distorted 
point of view. They also go when the Board dis-
agrees with a plan as a way of averting a summary 
hearing. [See Chapter X for clarification] 
The issue of having workers attend external review 
meetings has evoked debate in New Jersey, with many Boards 
wanting regular input from workers. In their view, it is 
necessary to have direct contact with workers in order to 
effect their work on making permanent plans for children. 
The Division, on the other hand, has been concerned that an 
inordinate amount of staff time will be spent attending 
review meetings. Moreover, since 19 of the 36 Boards 
described in this study meet after regular business hours, 
workers would accrue considerable overtime if they were 
required to attend these meetings. 
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The "Adoption Resource Centers' (ARC's) Involvement with 
Child Placement Review -
On July 1, 1981, soon after data collection for this 
study was completed, the DYFS Central Office clarified that 
children in adoptive placements which were not paid for by 
DYFS were excluded from child placement review. l 
At the time of data collection in Spring 1981, all four 
ARC liaisons felt that a serious obstacle to implementing 
review was the time spent completing review forms. Of the 
three who could give an estimate, two liaisons thought 
workers needed an hour to complete a report; and one liaison 
estimated that only a half hour was needed. 
All four ARC liaisons emphasized that the Child Place-
ment Review Summary Periodic could not replace dictation 
which had to provide through documentation for use in court 
proceedings to terminate parental rights. 
It's just to short. When you go to Court you need 
dates and more detail. 
Oh no, we need much more information in order to 
go to Court. 
While all four ARC liaisons read at least some reports 
before transmittal to the Board, staff attendance varied 
according to the county's practice for obtaining DYFS testi-
mony. 
All four ARC liaisons were highly critical of what they 
1 State of New Jersey, Department of Human Services, 
Division of Youth and Family Services, Policies and 
Procedures Manual II, Volume D, Section 24, Placement 
Review, p. 38, July 1, 1981. 
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according to the county's practice for obtaining DYFS 
testimony. 
All four ARC liaisons were highly critical of what they 
considered to be the Boards' unrealistic expectations of 
adoption planning. It seems that despite their efforts to 
describe the time-consuming legal steps which had to be 
taken to finalize an adoption, many Boards continued to 
pressure the ARC's to expedite adoptions. 
The Board just doesn't understand the process. They 
think that once a case is referred, the kid will be 
adopted in a few months. They don't understand all 
the steps in the legal process. Oh, I've explained 
it all to them, but they keep on asking us for updates. 
[to inquire how the child is moving to adoption] 
They are constantly harassing us to ask whether 
kids are adopted. 
It appeared as somewhat ironic to this author that 
while Boards concurred with ARC planning goals in virtually 
all instances (See Chapter X.), the ARC liaisons were highly 
critical of review, contending that Child Placement Review 
Boards placed unrealistic demands upon them in finalizing 
adoptions. 
The problems in expediting adoptions were recognized by 
the ARC liaisons who emphasized that the shortage of legal 
staff was a major factor in their inability to move cases 
more quickly. At the same time, however, most liaisons were 
highly resentful of the Boards' scrutiny of the adoption 
process. 
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while Boards concurred with ARC planning goals in virtually 
all instances (See Chapter X.), the ARC liaisons were highly 
critical of review, contending that Child Placement Review 
Boards placed unrealistic demands upon them in finalizing 
adoptions. 
The problems in expediting adoptions were recognized by 
the ARC liaisons who emphasized that the shortage of legal 
staff was a major factor in their inability to move cases 
more quickly. At the same time, however, most liaisons were 
highly resentful of the Boards' scrutiny of the adoption 
process. 
Summary 
The degree to which preparing cases was standardized 
within the 22 District Offices varied considerably. In two 
District Offices, the CPRA liaisons had clear authority for 
ensuring that all workers submitted adequate documentation 
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fore their cases. One of these counties was unique in that 
all cases were subject to an internal review before being 
reviewed by the Board. 
Five other District Office liaisons took it upon them-
selves to read all reports to verify that appropriate docu-
mentation was provided before transmittal to the               and 
another five District Office liaisons read some reports, 
usually those of their immediate staff. The remaining ten 
District Office liaisons did not check any reports before 
transmittal to the Board. 
District Office liaisons' assessments of staff attitu-
des towards review were not associated with office size or 
frequency of review meetings. Staff attitudes were asso-
ciated with this investigat,or's assessment of DYFS-Board 
relationships. In counties where relationships between DYFS 
and the Board(s) were positive, workers were more likely to 
be favorable inclined towards child placement review. 
Effective July 1, 1981 the four Adoption Resource 
Centers (ARC's) were less involved in child placement 
review, because the Division established a policy of 
removing children in adoptive placements from Board review. 
Although the Boards had approved virtually all adoption 
plans, the four ARC liaisons were highly critical of the 
Boards for pressuring them to expedite adoptions. Several 
Board respondents to this study emphasized their concern 
about the time lags in finalizing adoptions, and this 
problem was a persistent source of frustration for them. 
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CHAPTER VII 
THE ROLE OF THE JUDICIARY IN CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW 
Unlike some other states where citizen panels conduct 
independent case review of foster care placements, New 
Jersey's system is under the auspices of the Court. In New 
Jersey, all Child placement Revie\\1 Board                 are 
appointed by the judge serving in the county's Juvenile and 
Domestic Relations Court. Consequently, Board members are 
accountable to the Court and like other Court personnel, 
Board members take an oath of confidentiality, so they are 
not free to discuss the details of any case outside of 
review meetings. 
              distinguishes New Jersey's system for independent 
case review from those of other states with Court appointed 
citizen panels is that New Jersey's enabling legislation 
encouraged each county to develop its own procedures for 
implementing review. For example, each county decided 
whether to have a DYFS representative present at meetings or 
whether to rely on "paper reviews". The individual counties 
had responsibility for providing staff to the Boards on 
whatever basis they ueeuled appropriate. Although one judge 
insisted that DYFS caseworkers regularly present testimony 
to the Board, the remaining judges either collaborated with 
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their Boards and DYFS or permi tted these t\olO parties to 
resolve this issue. 
In contrast to their way of resolving the "in person" 
vs. paper review question, judges exercised direct influence 
over staffing arrangements for their Board{s). A few judges 
prevailed on the Freeholders (county governing body) to 
appropriate funds for new staff position. 
Our judge did not want to go about this in a half 
baked way. He wanted a full staff who had no 
other responsibilities than child placement review. 
        have some good people who '-lere reassigned to us. 
Our judge wanted good staff. 
Most judges, however, assigned available Court person-
nel to staff the Boards in addition to their regular duties. 
        wanted a full time Coordinator, but he has a 
few cases in the Probation Office. 
Our Coordinator works in [Juvenile Court] Intake. 
I don't know what percentage of her time she works 
for us. 
The judge's secretary is very capable ••• Oh I don't 
know if she gets overtime for evening meetings. 
The arrangements for staffing the Child placement 
Review Boards varied widely, with some counties having both 
professional and secretarial support while other Boards 
lacked adequate staff. This chapter compares the staffing 
arrangements for the Child placement Review Boards in New 
Jersey's 21 counties and describes other ways that judges 
influenced child placement review. 
Staffing Patterns for Child placement Review Boards 
At the time of data collection some two years after 
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review was implemented, all 36 Boards described in this 
study had some staff support. As indicated in Table 8 
below, nineteen counties had at least one profesional staff 
person, generally referred to as the Coordinator, while the 
remaining two counties had only a secretary who was usually 
the judge's secretary. In one of these counties the lack of 
professional staff was not seen as a problem for Board 
respondents, because DYFS personnel attended all Review 
meetings and assumed most of the follow up work performed by 
Board Coordinators. 
If it wasn't for those two girls [DYFS supervisors 
who served as liaisons to the Board] we'd have pro-
blems. They'll do anything for us. They always 
get the additional information we ask for. 
The Board Chairperson from the remaining county did not com-
rnent about the lack of professional staff, although the 
description of staff implied that she found their staffing 
arrangements satisfactory. 
The Coordinator, or the secretary in counties where 
Boards did not have professional staff, took minutes at 
review meetings and was responsible for overseeing all 
administrative details, such as scheduling cases for review, 
ensuring that all clients were sent notices as required by 
law and making sure that all Board recommendations are 
transmitted to the judge. 
In most counties, the professional Coordinators had 
additional responsibilities such as Probation Officer, or 
Intake Worker for Juvenile Court. Although another survey 
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of New Jersey's Child placement Review Boards indicated that 
many Board staff worked on a part-time basis,l this study 
cannot describe Board staff's roles in terms of full 
time/part time status, because most Board respondents were 
uncertain how much time their Coordinator spent on review 
business. 
Board respondents from 27 of the 32 Boards having pro-
fessional staff stated that their Coordinator contacted DYFS 
to supplement caseworkers' reports to the Boards. Fifteen 
Board respondents stated their Coordinator decided when it 
was necessary to contact DYFS to obtain additional case 
information so that the Board would have sufficient infor-
mation to recommend a case plan. Twelve other Boards stated 
that their Coordinators                     DYFS when so directed by 
them. Six of these Coordinators followed up on the Boards' 
requests prior to the meeting while six did so after the 
board met. 
I 
Our staff has to spend a lot of time reading DYFS 
files to get more information. Oh no. They do it 
on their own before review meetings. 
That's part of this [Coordinator's] job to get 
more information from DYFS. 
We have a funneling system. Board members call me 
with their questions prior to review, and I call the 
Coordinator with all questions and she gets the 
information by the review meeting. 
Whenever we've asked our Coordinator to get hlore 
information, she's done it. 
seventeen Board respondents stated that their 
Ibid, p. 80-9. 
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Coordinator contacted clients to encourage their participa-
tion at the review meetings. According to Board respon-
dents, eight Coordinators routinely contacted all available 
natural parents, while nine Coordinators did so upon direc-
tion from the Board. 
In addition to telephoning clients, one Coordinator who 
served half time as a Probation Officer, sought out missing 
parents in the community. Both the Board Chairperson and 
the DYFS District Office of this rural county were most 
pleased that the Coordinator had located parents, many of 
whom had begun working with DYFS to plan for their child's 
return. 
Our Coordinator does a very good job of locating 
parents. He's a Probation Officer and I think 
he has more resources than DYFS. 
I'd [DYFS Liaison] say that 25% more parents are 
in contact with us. That's the beauty of the law. 
Now everyone, the worker and natural parent is 
very clear about their role. 
Board staff in one urban county frequently made field 
visits in order to provide independent assessments of 
clients to the Board. Similarly, Board staff in another 
county occasionally made field visits. 
Approximately one-third of those interviewed volun-
teered their assessment of Board staff. The contribution of 
the Board Coordinator was emphasized by nine respondents, 
who praisetl their diligence in working with DYFS to obtain 
all pertinent information. 
One county \lIas unique in that both the Board 
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Chairperson and DYFS initiated the research interview with 
comments of high praise for the Coordinator. This Board 
Chairperson attributed their success in advocating for per-
manence to the Coordinator's tactfulness in working with the 
agency; while the DYFS respondent stated that the District 
Office had been able to live with review because the 
Coordinator was always available for discussion. 
That woman would do anything for us. Whey she'd 
even bake a cake if we asked her! ••• Yes, she 
discusses everything with DYFS and she contacts 
parents if she thinks it's necessary. 
We've been able to live with review because of 
[name of Coordinator}. We can always work things 
out. 
Eight other DYFS respondents also felt that the Coordinator 
had facilitated review. Frequently, Board Coordinators' 
"tactfulness" was mentioned as their outstanding quality. 
She's extremely tactful and a good mediator. 
She's able to put both of us [District Office 
and Board} in line. 
He understands the system and is always open. 
In contrast to these nine Boards with outstanding 
staff, three Board respondents were critical of their pro-
fessional staff, for they maintained that their Coordinators 
were not assertive with DYFS in obtaining sufficient infor-
mation about cases so that the Board could make informed 
recommendations. One of the Board respondents also criti-
cized their staff's lack of assertiveness with the Judge in 
pressing for summary hearings to resolve controversies with 
the agengy. The remaining Board respondents made no speci-
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fic comments about staffing arrangements. 
They're not assertive in pressing the agency_ fOI; 
information. 
Wha-t -ean---I -say? -They're young·and--ea-s-i-ly-in-t-im-i--
dated. They won't stand up to anyone. Especially 
the judge. I mean you and I are mature professionals 
and we'd just sit the judge down and say, now look 
Judge, this and this has to be done. 
Five DYFS respondents also criticized Board staff. 
Unlike Board respondents who were critical of staffs' acqui-
escence to DYFS, the DYFS respondents maintained that Board 
Coordinators were either undiplomatic or made arbitrary 
decisons. Three DYFS respondents cited examples of what 
they considered to be poor judgment on the part of Board 
Coordinators. For example, one DYFS respondent stated that 
the Coordinator bypassed the Board and referred a case for a 
judicial hearing when a parent told her she wanted her child 
returned. According to the DYFS respondent, this Coord ina-
tor also admonished a foster mother for agreeing to care for 
a very troubled foster child whom the Coordinator felt might 
upset the o·ther foster child in the home. Similarly, 
another District Office resondent stated that the Board 
Coordinator intimidated clients when she telephoned them to 
s upplemen t the caseworker's report. 
She told the foster mother she had no business 
taking in another child, because it would upset her 
other foster child. The woman was very insulted. 
She's very intimidating, and they [foster parents] 
don't understand her role. 
The District Office respondent from another county was 
severely critical of Board staff who made home investiga-
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tions. In her experience, one Board investigator wanted to 
close a foster home because an infant slept in a carriage 
during the daytime. 
Talk about being middle class! They [Board 
investigators] criticized a foster mother for 
letting an infant sleep in a carriage in the 
1 iving room during the day ••• I always did that 
\iith my children and there's nothing wrong with it. 
The Board Chairperson, however, referred to this case to 
demonstrate the importance of independent investigations, 
because he felt that their staff had uncovered a case where 
foster parents had grossly inadequate facilities. According 
to the Chairperson, the foster mother refused to let the 
Board investigator inspect the second floor of her home, 
because she had no crib for the infant. 
One Board's professional staff person served as a con-
suIting attorney rather than a Coordinator. According to 
the Board Chairperson, his interpretation of abuse and 
neglect statutes at review meetings had been invaluable in 
helping the Board make appropriate recommendations. 
In terms of secretarial support, five of the 36 Boards 
could not be assured that all Board recommendations and 
correspondence were typed. Six other Board respondents 
acknowledged that they had experienced some difficulty in 
obtaining secretarial support. In one rural county, a Board 
member had volunteered to type recommendations. 
Interestingly, when it became apparent that she would not be 
relieved of this extra assignment, she resigned from the 
Child Placement Review Board. 
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The typing just got to be too much. It just took 
too much extra time. 
This investigator was struck by the lack of support 
- - -s-t"a"ff-for-several Ch ild" Placement-Review--Bo-ards-.- A-l:thotigh 
the intent of the law was to utilize lay citizens who could 
be impartial because they were not compensated, it appears 
clear that even volunteer activities require administrative 
support to maintain correspondence, prepare reports and 
follow up on matters when volunteers are not available. 
The lack of secretarial resources for some Boards would 
suggest that a few counties were not interested in having a 
viable system for foster care review. Here again, it must 
be pointed out that the enabling legislation's failure to 
specify standards for the staffing of Child placement Review 
Boards had the consequence of permitting counties to under-
mine the intent of the law. 
The Judiciary's Influence in Defining the Scope of Child 
placement Review 
In 16 of New Jersey's 21 counties, Child Placement 
Review Boards monitored all placements supervised and paid 
for by the Division of youth and Family Services (DYFS). In 
contrast, judges in the remaining five counties excluded 
cases where older adolescents were in independent living 
situations and DYFS provided a living allowance. In one 
urban county, the DYFS liaison stated that these cases were 
excluded because lithe judge did not consider independent 
living a placement." Respondents from the remaining four 
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counties which included both urban and rural communities, 
did not offer an explanation for the decison to remove inde-
pendent living cases from child placement review. It may 
also be worth noting that only one Board Chairperson \'I1as 
aware that cases where youngsters-were in independent living 
arrangements were excluded from review, whereas all five 
DYFS liaisons were aware of the limited scope of child 
placement review in their counties. 
One rural county where independent living cases were 
excluded from child placement review placed further limita-
tions on the scope of review. In this county, the judge 
decided that it was redundant for the Board to review Court 
ordered protective service cases, because previous legisla-
tion mandated that the judiciary monitor these cases before 
renewing the protective service orders. Since the Child 
placement Review Act (CPRA) required that the judiciary 
approve all case and service plans recommended by the Board, 
this judge thought it was inappropriate to subject these 
cases to a double review. 
Although it was not possible to pinpoint the exact 
number of children whose placements and service plans were 
not monitored by Child placement Review Boards, available 
statistics can provide an estimate. As of March 31, 1981 
there were 244 youngsters throughout the state in indepen-
dent living arrangements. Taking into account the regional 
breakdowns and considering the size of the five counties 
where independent living cases were excluded, this author 
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estimates that some 751 youngsters in independent living 
arrangements were not subject to child placement review.. In 
addition, this author estimates that another ten cases from 
.- - - -- -- ----- .. ---
the rural county were protective service cases, were not 
monitored and were also excluded from review by the Board. 
Admittedly, eliminating some 85 cases from the 12,000 
placements supervised and paid for by DYFS constitutes a 
minor limitation to the scope of child placement review. 
Nevertheless, the fact that five counties were able to 
exclude cases from scrutiny by independent reviewers raises 
broader policy questions, namely the inconsistent implemen-
tation of a state mandate. 
1 New Jersey Department of Human Services, Division of 
youth and Family Services. Distribution of Child Case-
load by placement Type.               31, 1981, Trenton, 
New Jersey D.M.R. STAT IC. 
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Table 8: COMPARISON OF STAFFING ARRANGEl1ENTS FOR NEW JERSEY'S CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW BOARDS 
Number of 
Clerical 
Number Persons Number of Did Staff Did Staff Did Staff 
of Assigned professional Contact Telephone Make Field 
County Boards to Board Staff DYFS? Clients? Visits? 
Atlantic 1 1 1 yes no no 
Bergen 3 1 2 yes yes yes occasionally 
Burlington 1 1 1 no no yes 
Camden 2 1 1 yes yes no 
Cape Hay 1 1 1 yes yes no 
Cumberland 1 0 1 yes yes no 
Essex 5 1 1 yes-for yes-for no 
three Boards two Boards 
Glouster 1 1 1 no no no 
Hudson 4 1 1 yes-for yes-occa- no 
two Boards sionally 
for one 
Board 
Hunterdon 1 1 1 yes no no 
Hercer 1 0 2 yes no no 
Middlesex 3 2 0 no no no 







I Table 8: COMPARISON OF STAFFING ARRANGEMENTS FOR NEW JERSEY'S CHILD PLACEMENT 





Number Persons Numuer of Did Staff Did Staff Did Staff 
of Assigned Professional Contact Telephone Make Field 
County Boards to Board Staff DYFS? Clients? Visits,:, 
Horris 1 0 1 yes yes no 
Ocean 1 1 1 yes no no 
Passaic 2 1 3 yes yes yes 
Salem 1 1 0 no no no 
Sommerset 1 1 2 yes yes no 
Sussex 1 0 1 yes yes no 
Union 3 2 1 yes yes-for no 
          Boards 
Warren 1 0 1 yes no no 
...... ...... 
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Judges' Relationship with Child placement Review Boards 
As stated earlier, all Child placement Review Board 
members \-1ere appointed by the Juvenile and Domestic 
Relations Court Judge in their county. Beyond this com-
monality, however, there was wide variation in how the 
judges related to Board members. At the time of data 
collection some two years after review was implemented, 16 
of the 36 Board respondents had never met their judge. 
These Board members had received a letter of appointment but 
had had no in person meeting. 
Oh no, I've never met the judge. I received a letter 
[of appointment] and that was it. A little while ago, 
the Chairpersons decided to meet at monthly dinner 
meetings with the Coordinator. We plan to invite the 
judge. 
No, I never met the judge. 
In one rural county, the judge avoided contact with the 
Board even when they pressed him for clarification of their 
role. Soon after child placement review was implemented in 
this county, this Board asked him to clarify the extent to 
which they could challenge DYFS case plans. In this 
instance, all communication was conducted through the 
judge's secretary who was the only staff to the Board which 
met during the evening. 
Oh no, we've never met the judge. One time--it was 
in the early stages, we wanted clarification of how 
much we could force the agency to go along with our 
recommendations. \o'Je communicated with him through 
his secretary [who was the only staff to the Board]. 
He didn't meet with us ••             he said ••• he wasn't 
too helpful. 
116 
Twelve other Board respondents had met their judge 
occasionally and most were satisfied that they had open com-
munication with him. 
Oh well I see Judge [name) in Court all the time, 
so I can always speak to him if I need to. 
Well I don't have a formal meeting time, but I 
could always talk to [name of judge] if I wanted 
to. 
I can talk to him when I need to. 
Four other respondents had been intervie\'1ed by the 
judge prior to the appointment; and one of these Board 
respondents, who was a Chairperson, added                         their 
interview, the judge emphasized he wanted Board members to 
be willing to challenge the agency whenever they deemed this 
appropriate. 
Oh I met Judge [name] when I was appointed. He told 
me about the law and what our responsibilities were. 
\"lell our judge interviewed everybody before 
appointing them. At my interview he asked me how 
I felt about taking on DYFS. when I said I had 
no problem with that, he told me I was the right 
person for the Board. 
only four Board respondents had had regular contact 
with their judge. In one urban county, one of the Board 
Chairpersons had monthly meetings with the judge to give a 
summary of the Board's activities. In another urban county, 
the judge met bimonthly with the Board Chairpersons to 
discuss pertinent issues and problems. For example, on one 
occasion, the Board Chairpersons shared their concern that 
the DYFS District Office would be unable to prepare reports 
to the Board while they were converting to an MIS system and 
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the judge intervened to inform the District Office that he 
expected them to continue preparing cases for child place-
ment review. 
Oh I have no problems with Judge [name]. Why he 
meets with us every so often--about every other 
month--to find out how things are going. We can 
bring up any problems. For example a few months 
ago, DYFS told us they couldn't send any cases 
because they were going on computer.             we told 
that to Judge [name], he said "That's unconscion-
able! I'll order them to send the forms to you." 
And we got cases. 
As indicated in Table 9 below, there was a significant 
relationship between the time the Board met and the fre-
quency of contact with the judge. Of the 22 respondents 
from day Boards, 14 had met with their judge, whereas only 
six of the 14 Board respondents whose revie\,1 meetings were 
held during the evening had met their judge. 
TABLE 9 
COl>1PARISON OF TIME BOARDS MET AND BOARD MEr·iBERS' 
CONTACT vlITH THEIR JUDGEa 
Number of Board 







Their Judge 14 63 
Number of Board 
Responsents Who Had 
Not r·let Their Judge 8 
Total TI 













b Boards which started their meetings in the late afternoon 
(4:00 or 4:30 p.m.) are included, since these Board 
members could meet with their judge during regular 
business hours. 
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Despite the possible difficulties in scheduling, it was 
. surprising that more than half of the Board respondents had 
never met their judge. Since all Board members are supposed 
to take an oath of confidentiality, it would seem that at a 
minimum, Child placement Review Board members could meet 
with the judge wheft he administered the oath. At this time, 
the judge could recognize the value of their volunteer ser-
vice and clarify their role. The importance of recognizing 
the contribution of Child placement Review Board members was 
emphasized by several respondents who generally felt that 
the lack of recognition had made it difficult to recruit 
members. 
That's our biggest problem! Nobody knows about us. 
I wish we had more publicity, so that the community 
would know about us. 
            people aren't beating down the doors to volun-
teer their services. We really need to get more 
people to know about us. 
That's our biggest problem--getting new members. 
I mean who knows or cares ·about child placement 
review? 
with regard to recruitment of Board members, 11 Board 
respondents stated that their judges encouraged them to 
suggest persons for appointment for the Board. The 
remaining 25 Board respondents either were not aware of how 
members were appointed or stated that the judge had his own 
system. One Board respondent felt rebuffed because the 
judge had ignored her recommendations for new members. 
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Judicial Delays in Approving Board Recommendations 
According to the provisions of the Child Placement 
Review Act, the Boards must submit a written report to the 
Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court and DYFS within 10 
days of the completion of their review. The judge must then 
issue an ordec concerning the child's placement "which it 
deems will best serve the interests of the child."l 
Although a Court rule (5:7B) places a 21 day time frame on 
the issuance of the court order, Board respondents in biO 
counties were concerned about delays in having the judge 
sign an order. 
T\tlO Boards members stated that their judges had taken 
over three months to read their recommendations and sign an 
order. In both counties, the problem of delayed court 
orders had been corrected, but both respondents had empha-
sized that it had been an extremely frustrating experience. 
We've had problems getting the judge to sign the 
order. It gets discouraging after we've done all 
that work and our recommendations just         there. 
A while back, we had cases sitting for seven months 
because we didn't have a Judge. Now Judge [from 
another rural county] comes over about every month 
and he signs the orders. It isn't a problem now. 
Although delays in the judges' signing of Board recom-
mendations was not widespread, this problem provides another 
example of the consequences of the lack of standardization. 
1 Laws of the State of New Jersey for the Second Annual 
Session, 1977. Chapter 427, 30:4C-61. See also 
30:4C-61. 
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In these two counties, the impact of outside review was 
                  minimized,                 DYFS would       less                     to 
heed recommendations which were not sanctioned by the Court. 
Here again, then, is another example of the inconsistent 
implementation of New Jersey's Child Placement Review Act. 
Judges' Overruling of Board Recommendations 
In four counties, the Board Chairpersons felt that the 
judge had undermined their role and sided with DYFS. In 
three of these counties, the DYFS liaisons stated that when-
ever the District Office disagreed with a Board recommen-
dation, they discussed the case with the judge who generally 
agreed with them that the Boards' recommendation \las 
unrealistic. 
When the Board disagrees? I just discuss the case 
with the judge and tell him why we don't want 
adoption. He goes along with us. 
Well when the Board disagrees with us, I just 
discuss the case with the judge and he goes along 
with us ••• in most of the cases, the Board wants 
adoption, but we have no basis for termination. 
The judge understands our point of view. 
We just discuss the case [where the Board 
disagrees with us] with the judge. He goes along 
with us. 
The judge from the county whose DYFS liaison is quoted 
second stated that it was necessary to support the District 
Office's plan for long term foster care and that the Board 
was naive in thinking that adoptive homes could be found for 
older adolescents. 
            they're gung ho adoption. They recommend 
adoption for 15 year olds! I just can't sign 
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those orders. It's unrealistic to think of 
adoption for these kids. 
It may be worth noting that in this county, the Board 
had difficulty obtaining a quorum for its daytime meetings, 
and the Chairperson was particularly discouraged about the 
lack of judicial support. 
The judge has refused to convene a summary. We're 
not consulted about cases •••• The Review Board is 
only as effective as its Juvenile Judge. If the 
Board has the backing of the judge, ••• then DYFS 
can figure it out and will take it seriously. 
That's our problem. 
In the second county, where there was no secretarial 
support, all five of the original Board members had tendered 
their resignations by Spring 1981. The former Chairperson 
cited lack of judicial support as his reason for resigning. 
            the whole thing's a mess. DYFS is under-
staffed. And we get no support from the judge. 
We recommend adoption and he goes with the agency 
in favor of the parents. 
What was particularly interesting about the third 
county was that until winter 1981, the Boards were not 
informed of the judge's orders, and two Beard Chairpersons 
were not only puzzled but quite discouraged about this lack 
of feedback. 
No, we don't find out what the judge does with our 
recommendations. We'd like to, but we don't. 
Oh no, \ole don't have any way of knowing what 
happens to our recommendations. 
Although these Board Chairpersons had no communication 
with the judge, another Board had received high praise from 
him. 
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Oh I'm thrilled with review. Why Judge [name] has 
told us it's cut his work 25%. He thinks we're a 
big help. 
It is worth noting that the enabling legislation does ----
not require the judge to inform the Board of his disposi-
tion. Here again, however, it would seem appropriate that 
the judge recognize the Board members' service by informing 
them of how he disposed of their recommendations. 
Judicial Involvement with parents 
One other judge's practice in an urban county should be 
mentioned. He had instructed his Boards to refer cases 
directly to him whenever parents refused to give testimony 
to the Boards, so that he could subpoena their appearance at 
a court hearing. This judge had instituted this practice in 
order to emphasize to parents the importance of timely 
planning for their youngster(s) in care. In this judge's 
experience, the Court was often better able to impress 
parents of their rights and obligations than caseworkers: 
and he preferred to have this contact with parents before it 
was necessary to initiate proceedings to terminate parental 
rights. 
When we can't get a parent to come in, we just 
send the case to Judge [name]. He can subpoena 
them and get the case moving. 
Oh \-/e just send the case to court when we want 
to see parents and they refuse to come in. 
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Summary 
This chapter described various judicial practices which 
may have undermined child placement review on the local 
level. The most persistent problem was that many judges 
failed to recognize and support Board members' volunteer 
service. For example, 16 Board respondents had never met 
their judge, two were discouraged that there had been long 
delays in their recommendations signed as court orders; two 
other Board respondents were rebuffed because the judge had 
overruled their recommendations without convening a summary 
hearing; and two others were somewhat skeptical about their 
role, since they were not informed about how the judge 
dispose.d of their recommendations. 
Lack of judicial support can be a serious impediment to 
accomplishing the intent of the enabling legislation, since 
Boards are virtually powerless without a strong commitment 
from the Court that high priority will be given to the 
recommendations of citizen panels. The advantages and dis-
advantages of placing the Child placement Review Boards 
under the auspices of the Court will be addressed in the 
concluding chapter. 
The influence of the judiciary was also manifested in 
staffing arrangements for Child Placement Review Boards, 
since the Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court Judge was 
authorized to appoint "adequate" administrative and clerical 
support. In all but two counties, Boards had professional 
staff who contacted DYFS to obtain supplementary informa-
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tion. In ten counties, these Coordinators also contacted 
parents, foster children and foster paren.ts _ to_ elici t their 
views about planning goals, and in three of these counties, 
Board staff made home visits to interested parties. 
Four counties lacked adequate secretarial support, and 
in one county, a charter Board member finally resigned when 
it became apparent that she would have to continue to do all 
the typing. Lack of adequate staff support for Child Place-
ment Review Boards has been a major source of concern of the 
proponents of review, and the consequences of relying on 
local funding for Board staff will be discussed in the 
concluding chapter. 
CHAPTER VIII 
A COMPARISON OF BOARD AND DYFS PERSPECTIVES 
ON FOSTER CARE PLANNING 
Prior to the implementation of the Child Placement 
Review Act (CPRA), there was concern among DYFS staff that 
Child Placement Review Boards would frequently challenge 
their case plans. Numerous disapprovals of DYFS planning 
goals would not only be demoralizing to staff, but would 
also be counter-productive, since social workers' avail-
ability to provide direct service would be reduced if they 
had to defend many of their plans before the Court. 
Such fears that the Board would challenge most DYFS 
plans were soon dispelled. The experience of the first 
three months of child placement review indicated that state-
wide, local Boards concurred with DYFS plans 95% of the 
time. l 
Despite this high degree of congruence between the 
Boards and DYFS during the early months of child placement 
review, this investigator's initial exploration of New 
Jersey's experience with independent case review indicated 
that a few workers' were concerned about the way Boards 
1 DYFS: Internal Memorandum to high level official, 
Trenton, New Jersey: December, 1978 
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reviewed cases. In their contacts with Board members, vir-
tually all of whom are of middle and. upper middle. class sta-
tus, a few caseworkers had witnessed incidents where Board 
--.- _._- _. _. __ .-._--
members had been unduly harsh in assessing the strengths of 
lower class clients. These DYFS staff criticized the Boards 
for taking             with DYFS plans to return children to 
parents with a history of abuse, addiction or mental 
illness. According to these workers, Board members failed 
to appreciate that parents could change; workers, on the 
other hand, were more willing to discount parents' previous 
difficulties if parents could make a viable plan for their 
child. 
Similarly, a few other workers had raised concern that 
Board members disapproved of placements where the child and 
foster parents were of different religions. According to 
these workers, matching children and foster parents was 
secondary to considerations of foster parents' ability to 
provide care for troubled youngsters, and they resented 
Board members who disapproved of cross-religious 
placements. l 
The tendency for some volunteers on foster care review 
1 Louise Murray, .. How New Jersey Caseworkers Perceive 
Independent Case Review" Child Welfare, LX, 5 (May 1981) 
p. 340. 
2 John R. Conte, Shirley M. Buttrick, Gaylord Gieseke A 
Qualitative Evaluation of Citizen's Review Boards in-
Four States. Chicago, Illinois: Center for Social Policy 
and Research, University of Illinois at Chicago Circle 
and League of Women Voters of Illinois. January 1981, 
p. Ill. 
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panels to impose middle class biases on clients had been 
observed in Maryland 2 and it was of interest to explore this 
phenomena in the study reported here. 
In all fairness to members of Child Placement Review 
Boards, it should be recognized that social workers have 
also been criticized for imposing middle class values on 
clients,l so clearly this problem is not unique to members 
of citizen review panels. In the context of this study, 
however, it is important to consider whether Board members 
manifested middle class biases and whether DYFS perceived 
the Boards as imposing their personal preferences on 
clients. 
This chapter compares Board members' and DYFS liaisons' 
pespective about foster care planning. For example, such 
issues as the role of natural parents, standards for foster 
parents, cross-religious placements, the appropriateness of 
long term foster care, and approach to termination of paren-
tal rights are discussed. The following chapter continues 
this discussion of areas of agreement and disagreement by 
detailing several cases where the Board challenged DYFS case 
plans. 
Importance of Natural Parents 
Unless interviewees mentioned that the most optimal 
1 Scott Briar, "Use of Theory in Studying Effects of 
Client Social Class on Students' Judgments," Social 
Work Vol. 6, No.4, (July 1961) pp. 91-97. 
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plan for a child was reunification with family, they were 
asked liDo you think children should be returned home. only 
when the natural parents can provide as good a home environ-
ment as the foster parents?" 
when the natural parents can provide as good a home environ-
ment as the foster parents?" 
All 36 Board members and all 26 DYFS liaisons (that is, 
the 22 liaisons from the District Offices and four from the 
Adoption Resource Centers), were emphatic in stating that 
children belonged with their families whenever they could 
provide minimal standards of care. Many Board members com-
mented that while most foster parents frequently could offer 
children a higher standard of living, especially better 
schools, children belonged with their parents, and that in 
the long run, children were better off living with their 
families even if they could not provide a high standard of 
living. 
A few Board respondents explained their thinking about 
the primacy of parents as follows: 
Oh no, I don't think material things are all that 
important. I really believe that children belong 
with their parents if at all possible. 
I know that most parents live a lot differently 
than I do and probably the way you do. But 
children belong with their parents. That is 
the best place for them. 
If kids are from a lower socio-economic group, 
their life is going to be rough. But if parents 
can provide the basics, food, some decent--not 
fancy--clothing and get them to school, then 
that's fine. 
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You know, if we think of the immigrants on the 
Lower East Side, they didn't have much. But most 
of their kids turned out all right. Yes, kids 
should be with their parents whenever possible. 
The agency [DYFS] goes overboard to return children 
home. Sometimes it breaks your heart to see the home 
the kid is leaving and the home he's going to. But 
if it works for them, they belong in their own home, 
even if it's a two room apartment. It's more important 
to live with you mother than to have your own room. 
Although all Board respondents to this study agreed in 
principle that parents were the most desirable resource for 
children in care, 13 District Office liaisons felt that 
Board members reacted negatively to the Division's plan to 
return children to parents with deviant lifestyles. Seven 
liaisons felt all Board member were unnecessarily critical 
of parents, while the remaining liaisons stated that some 
Board members were unduly harsh on parents. 
Ten DYFS liaisons criticized Board members for failing 
to recognize that parents with a history of abuse could 
ever be effective parents. Most frequently, cases where 
parents had sexually abused children were a source of con-
tention, with DYFS stating that parents had benefited from 
counseling, while the Boards felt that children should not 
be returned home. 
Whenever there's abuse, the Boards tend to favor 
continuation in care. They're against return home 
in these cases. 
Whenever there's abuse, they're against return. They 
don't think people can change. 
Why the Chairperson reffered to one unmarried 
mother as "a gypsy and a tramp" who does not 
deserve to have her child. This Board, and 
especially the Chairperson, doesn't understand 
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the concept of parental ties. 
The remaining three liaisons who were from both urban 
and rural counties, stated that Board members frequently 
---- -----
expressed reservations about DYFS decisions-to return young 
children to unmarried mothers who were supporting themselves 
on welfare. It seems that these Board members felt that 
these young women should be employed or enrolled in job 
training as a condition for having their children returned. 
The Board members usually criticize our plans for 
discharging kids to young mothers who plan to 
support themselves on welfare. They think we can 
make them get a job. They're [Board] not very 
realistic about what we can do. 
Talk about middle class! They go up the wall when 
they see a plan to discharge a kid whose mother is 
on welfare. 
Our Board is ayainst young mothers on welfare. They 
think they should have a job or be in a training 
program. 
Another Board Chairperson expressed her frustration 
that she was not able to convince her fellow members to 
disapprove plans for returning children to teenage mothers 
whom she felt were unable to cope with the demands of 
infants and toddlers. She had been overruled by other Board 
members and the DYFS liaison did not think her Board members 
imposed middle class values on clients. 
It bothers me that these young girls are getting 
their babies. Whey they don't know the first 
thing about caring for a child. And what kind of 
a life is living on welfare? 
Assessment of Foster Parents 
Two Board members acknowledged that their own middle 
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class values had influenced their assessment of foster 
parents. Both respondents, who were professionally employed 
and represented both a rural and an urban county, had taken 
issue with cases where youngsters were placed with unmarried 
foster parents. The Board member from the urban county 
stated that social workers, who tended to be young blacks 
and Hispanics, had derided him for having old fashioned 
Anglo values. 
You have to understand that most of the workers, who 
are black and Hispanic, are young kids. When we 
asked them if the foster parents are marrried, they 
laugh and say that's not important! ••• But I think 
a legal marriage means something. It shows a stable 
relationship. The other Board members who are black 
and Hispanic agree with me. 
The other Board member stated that DYFS had insisted 
that the unmarried foster mother was the only resource for a 
particular male adolescent who had absconded from several 
previous placements. 
I guess it was a bias on our part, but we disapproved 
of him living with a young unmarried woman and her 
boyfriend. 
TWo other DYFS liaisons felt that Board members were 
unduly harsh in their assessments of foster parents. Both 
of these liaisons, who were from rural counties, emphasized 
the difficulty of recruiting" foster parents and emphasized 
that Board members had unrealistic expectations about the 
living space provided by foster parents. 
No, we don't find the Board coming down hard on 
parents, but foster parents, that's a different story. 
Why, the Board thinks all foster parents should live in 
neat houses with white picket fences. They don't 
understand how hard it is to get foster parents. 
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We have a hard time getting foster parents and the 
Board has unrealistic expectations. 
Cross-Religious Placements 
a different religious background, nine Board respondents 
disapproved of this practice, because in their view, cross-
religious placements made it even more difficult for 
children to feel part of the foster family. 
These kids have enough problems without adding 
religious differences. I know, my father was 
Jewish and my mother was Catholic ••• they worked 
it out, but it's a strain. 
I think religion is very important to these children, 
and they [children and foster parents] should all 
go to the same Church. Oh, I think it's more family-
like if everyone goes to the same Church. 
In contrast to these nine Board respondents, the 
remaining 27 Board respondents (one of whom was a clergyman) 
felt that it was not necessary to match children and foster 
families on religion. 
It's not important. Most of these kids have no 
religion. 
Religion is not important to these kids. 
These kids usually don't have a religion, so 
it's not an issue. 
I don't think matching on religion is important. 
You need to look at the individual's qualities. 
Similarly, all OYFS liaisons concurred that it was not 
necessary to match youngsters and foster parents on 
religion. 
TOday we [OYFS] don't even talk about religion. I 
think that information is unnecessary on the pink 
form [45 Day Review of Placement Initial] 
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Most of these kids don't have a religion, so it's 
not an issue. 
It's important to match on religion for adoption 
but not in foster care. 
At the same time, however, about one-third added that 
when youngsters were placed with families of different reli-
gions, DYFS had a responsibility to clarify with the foster 
family what arrangements would be made to allow children to 
observe their religious practices. 
It's [cross-religious placement] okay as long as 
the foster parents agree to bring the child to 
his Church. 
We [DYFS] have a responsibility to make sure that 
foster parents take the child to Church. 
Some Boards think religion is important. We found 
ethnicity more important. We [the Board] want kids 
to get religious training, because if foster parents 
make the effort, it's an indication of the caring. 
Seven Board respondents and five DYFS liaisons also 
stated that it was necessary to give additional con-
sideration to cases where religious beliefs imposed special 
dietary restrictions and/or less conventional devotional 
practices. 
Well, it's [cross-religious placement] okay as long as 
there are major differences. We [DYFS] wouldn't put a 
Muslim child in a Catholic home, because the child 
couldn't eat a lot of things the foster family ate. 
Another Board Chairperson observed that since it was 
usually difficult for Seventh Day Adventists to cope with 
acting out children, it might be appropriate to avoid cross 
religious placements when either the child or foster parent 
was of this faith. 
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It's [cross-religious placement] okay unless it's a 
wierd religion, like Seventh Day Adventists. These 
people can't tolerate acting out kids. I don't 
think it would be a good idea to place other kids 
[that is, youngsters who are not Seventh Day --- ----- ---- -Advent-i-sts] in these- -homes. ----- -- --- --- --
Appropriateness of Long Term Foster Care 
Tbwards the conclusion of the interview, all study 
respondents were asked to comment about the appropriateness 
of long term foster care. Specifically, they were asked "Do 
you think permanence planning of return home or adoption is 
a realistic goal for all children or do you think that there 
will always be some youngsters in long term foster care?" 
All 62 respondents concurred that it was inevitable that 
long term foster care would be the only viable plan for some 
youngsters. 
Many Board respondents regretted having to admit that 
some children would never be able to be reunited with their 
families or adopted, and several believed that child place-
ment review would significantly reduce the number of 
children whose only option was long term foster care. 
It kills me to say it, but some kids will always be 
in long term foster care. 
No, I'm afraid that long term foster care will 
have to be it for some kids. Rut I think review 
will reduce that number. 
No ••• some kids can never go home or be adopted. 
There'll always be kids in long term foster care, just 
like there'll always be some people in institutions. 
Two Board Chairpersons who had served since the incep-
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tion of child placement review were less apologetic about 
long term foster care. The Chairperson from a rural county 
felt that foster parents could be committed to raising a 
child until his majority even if they rejected adoption. 
The foster parents may not want to adopt, but that 
doesn't mean that they would want them to go some-
place else." 
The other Chairperson, who was from an urban county, ela-
borated how his thinking had changed: 
You have to understand that when these Boards were 
set up, we all thought that adoption was the magic 
answer. I think now [April 1981] most of us are 
disabused of this notion because that's really just 
a proforma step that mayor may not be meaningful 
to the prople involved ••• 
He had a 'fairy tale view' of child placement 
review at the beginning. We thought that every 
child could be adopted by Mr. and Mrs. Right in the 
suburbs ••• Oftentimes, adoption is not possible 
because parents cannot afford medical care. l 
This Chairperson recalled a recent case to illustrate 
the appropriateness of long term foster care. 
We had a case of a fourteen year old boy whose parents 
were mentally retarded. He told us 'I love my mom and 
dad, but when I go there, I have to work and clean. I 
shouldn't have to do that.' He wanted long term foster 
care and so did the foster parents. If that had been 
one of the first cases, we'd have said 'terminate 
parental rights and get him adopted.' 
Another Chairperson from a Board in the same county 
felt long term foster care was appropriate for youngsters 
who had ties to their handicapped parents. (See next 
1 Although New Jersey offers adoption subsidy to families 
with moderate income, foster families who adopt healthy 
children are not reimbursed for routine medical and 
dental care, whereas foster children are covered by 
Medicaid for all medical needs. 
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chapter). At the same time, however, he opposed long term 
foster care in cases where the foster parents ref.used to 
adopt. As he explained: 
It takes about a year or so to have 'gentle pressure' 
for foster parents to adopt. Caseworkers are misin-
formed about adoption. Once you explain that the 
decrease [from foster board payment to adoption 
subsidy] is not that much, it's less of an issue. 
The loss of Medicaid is no big deal, because private 
insurance will pick that up. This [Board's 
explanation] helps a lot. 
Similarly, another Board Chairperson stated that his 
Board had actively encouraged foster parents to adopt. 
DYFS is reluctant to approach foster parents. We pur-
sue the question of adoption with all foster parents. 
All DYFS liaisons emphasized that it was inevitable 
that some children would remain in foster care, and several 
added that the advantages of adoption were exaggerated. 
The mere fact of adoption is not that important. If 
a foster parent wants to keep a 12 year old kid who's 
been with them for five years, that's fine. 
It's appropriate for those who have been in care a long 
time, before permanence planning was a big thing. If 
these kids have bonded with foster parents who don't 
want to adopt them, that's ok. 
Nobody wants to admit that some adoptions disrupt. 
If you consider this, I think long term foster care 
is fine for older kids. 
Most of the kids in this DO [Distr ict Office] are 15 
and older, and two-thirds of these kids are from well 
off families who placed them with a relative or someone 
they know. It's unrealistic to think of anything but 
long term foster care for them. 
The Board agrees with us that long term foster care 
is appropriate in cases where the parents are in and 
out of psychiatric hopsitals and the children are 
bonded to them. 
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Summary 
By and large, Board members agreed in principle about 
key issues involved in providing foster care services. All 
respondents to this study agreed that the most optimal plan 
for children is reunification with parents: all respondents 
also agreed that there would always be youngsters for whom 
long term foster care was the only viable option. 
All DYFS liaisons and three quarters of the Board 
respondents felt that it was not necessary to match children 
and foster parents on religion. The remaining nine Board 
members, however, felt it was important to place children 
with foster parents of similar religious background. 
Although all Board members stated that children belong 
with their parents whenever they can provide minimal stan-
dards of care, 13 DYFS liaisons criticized Board members for 
failing to recognize that parents with deviant life styles 
could change. In the experience of these liaisons, Board 
members were unduly harsh in recognizing the adequacy of 
parents who had sexually abused their children or who had 
been addicted. In addition, three liaisons had experienced 
situations where Board members objected to returning 
children to young, unmarried mothers whose only financial 
support was public assistance. 
DYFS liaison's criticisms of Board members imposition 
of middle class values on parents illustrates how indivi-
dual interpretations of a generally accepted principle can 
be radically different. These differences in assessing 
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parents' adequacy to resume care are illustrated in the 
following chapter which details cases where Boards and 
District Offices disagreed on discharge objectives for 
---.--- ----
youngsters in care. 
DYFS liaisons' criticisms of Board members' biases may 
also reflect their defense against Board's challenges to 
their manner of handling cases. All of the DYFS liaisons 
who critized their Boards for imposing middle class biases 
on clients also emphasized that Boards had "unrealistic 
expectations" of what DYFS could do. As three District 
Office liaisons stated: 
The Board doesn't understand "bureaucratic red tape." 
They don't realize agency priorities. Protective ser-
vice cases take precedence over child placement review. 
Child placement review is not a priority. They don't 
understand that workers have no time for child place-
ment review. 
They treat every kid as if they were their own.        
have to establish priorities and some kids can't get 
everything they need. 
They think every kid is a priority. They don't 
understand that if       move one kid up [on the waiting 
list for special services] another kid loses out. 
This tension bebleen "idealism" anc.l "realism" was prob-
ably inevitable, since Child Placement Review Boards assumed 
the role of advocates and conducted their work with minimal 
organizational constraints. In contrast, DYFS workers' 
functions were often circumscribed by law and agency 
                          and their ability to provide service was also 
undermined as funding for social services decreased. 
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CHAPTER IX 
CASES WHICH ILLUSTRATE BOARDS'S DISAPPROVAL 
OF DYFS CASE PLANS 
Unless respondents volunteered the information, all 
were asked to describe specific cases where the Board 
disagreed with DYFS case plans. Board members were asked 
to describe at least one case where they took issue with the 
District Offices' long term goal of return to family, adop-
tion, long term foster care, residential treatment and inde-
pendent living. Similarly, DYFS District Office liaisons 
were asked to describe cases where they had difficulty 
justifying these types of long term goals. 
This approach to eliciting comments about disagreements 
between the Child Placement Review Boards and DYFS had the 
advantage of focusing discussion on actual cases. Directing 
respondents to recall specific cases avoided the difficulty 
of obtaining comments which would be so vague that it would 
be impossible to identify differences between the Division's 
and the Boards' approach to case planning. Although this 
investigator realized that respondents might describe atypi-
cal cases, it was decided that the advantages of specificity 
outweighed the possible disadvantage that respondents would 
select unrepresentative cases to illustrate how the Board 
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had challenged the Division's long term goals for children 
in care. 
One difficulty with this research strategy was that in 
several instances, Board members and their respective DYFS 
liaisons did not describe the same case. This inconsistency 
frequently occurred when one person had had longer tenure in 
his or her position than the other. Here again, however, 
the advantages of specificity were considered more important 
than the ability to make pair wise comparisons on general 
statements about the appropriateness of various long term 
planning goals. 
At the outset of this discussion, it should be empha-
sized that formal disagreements about planning goals were 
relatively infrequent. According to DYFS, during the first 
three months after review was mandated, the Boards disagreed 
with planning goals in less than 5% of the cases they had 
                      and this investigator's impression was that rela-
tively few planning goals proposed by DYFS were overturned 
by Child Placement Review Boards. 
As discussed earlier in Chapter II, some efforts to 
effect social change require that the change agents engage 
in confrontation. According to this view, combative tactics 
are necessary when it is not possible to have dialogue with 
the other party to resolve grievances. 
1 DYFS Internal Memorandum to high level official. 
Trenton, New Jersey: December 1978. 
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With regards to Child Placement Review Boards and DYFS, 
there was solid agreement about the importance of permanence 
for children in care. The upper levels of DYFS were 
publicly committed to this philosophy and had invested con-
siderable resources to train workers about how to make 
timely plans for youngsters. It was not surprising, there-
fore, that the proponents of child placement review did not 
have antagonistic relationships with DYFS. Rather, DYFS had 
collaborated with the proponents of review in developing the 
enabling legislation; and later, the Child Placement Review 
Board Advisory Council had sought participation from the 
Division to develop statewide reporting forms. 
Given a general atmosphere of mutual good will, one 
would not expect that the Child Placement Review Boards 
would disapprove all or most DYFS plans of the 12,000 
youngsters in placement. To do so would have created chaos, 
and the proponents of review were not interested in over-
turning New Jersey's child welfare system. Rather, their 
mission was to stimulate                               of improvements 
within the system designed to achieve permanence for 
children. 
The cases where the Boards took issue with DYFS are 
worth noting, however, because they signify that the Boards 
were taking their oversight function seriously. Even the 
occasional exercise of their power would indicate to DYFS 
that they were a group which could not be ignored. Clearly, 
if a local Board disagreed with even one case submitted by a 
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District Office, DYFS staff would be cognizant of this 
event; most probably workers would present subsequent cases 
in a way intended to avert Board disapproval. For example, 
workers might be more likely to provide more detailed infor-
mation and/or to contact clients just prior to preparing a 
review form in order to provide up to date information. 
This chapter, therefore, describes several incidents where 
the Boards disapproved of DYFS plans; and in the following 
chapters, the effects these disagreements had on DYFS will 
be considered. 
Boards' Disapproval of DYFS Plans for Return Home 
The most frequent areas of disagreement between Child 
Placement Review Boards and DYFS involved cases where the 
Board was pressing for the adoption of children while DYFS 
District Offices felt that parents would be able to resume 
care. Seventeen of the 36 Board respondents and 17 of the 
22 District Office liaisons recalled such cases. 
According to two DYFS liaisons from non-urban 'counties, 
the Boards had taken issue with DYFS plans for return home 
when the mother had killed another child in her care. 
We just had to explain to them [the Board] that 
the mother threw the baby out the window because 
she couldn't take her medication while she was 
pregnant. Once she would take her medication, 
she could take care of her child who was in care. 
In the other case, the liaison explained 
The Board didn't understand that it was her boy-
friend who was the problem. Once he left, the 
mother could handle her other child. 
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Both liaisons expressed dismay that their Boards had 
challenged these plans for return home, and contended that 
these cases illustrated the Boards' inability to think that 
parents could change. Since the Board Chairpersons from 
these counties did not describe these cases, it was not 
possible to compare their rationale for recommending ter-
mination of parental rights. 
Child Placement Review Boards in three urban counties 
had taken issue with DYFS plans for return to families where 
the father had sexually abused his teenage daughter. In one 
county, the Board Chairperson felt that the position was 
justified. 
I think we were right to support the girl in this 
case, because she did not want to go home. She 
was afraid. I think sexual abuse is too serious 
to be changed in two or three months. DYFS is 
wrong to think that a little therapy can change a 
long ingrained pattern. 
The District Office liaison for this county, on        
other hand, cited a case of sexual abuse to illustrate the 
Board's anti-parent bias. 
They just don't think people can change. Whenever 
they see abuse, especially sexual abuse, they go 
up the wall! 
Another Board Chairperson from a depressed urban county 
also stated that their Board had frequently taken issue with 
plans for return home, because they felt that three months 
of therapy was insufficient to rehabilitate parents with a 
history of alcoholism, drug addition or abuse. He estimated 
that in 15 cases, his Board had obtained a court order to 
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insure that an abused child remained in placement. He 
noted: 
There is nothing natural about a parent beating a 
-- -eh-i-ld- or tolera·tingsex.ua-l- abuse •.. In.ter.es.t-ingl.y-,-.-- --
it's the kids who prefer the natural parents •••• I 
think it's the unknown factor. But if it's just 
one wrench, we prefer to terminate parental rlghts 
and have the child adopted. (Emphasis added) 
The District Office liaison from this county-was highiy 
critical of her Boards. 
Our Boards have become more adamant in making "crazy 
case work plans" because they want us to terminate 
parental rights for all parents where there's 
serious abuse or drugs immediately ••• When kids are 
in middle class foster homes, especially when they're 
in a good school system, and we want to return them 
to [name of city], the Boards want to have them stay 
in the foster horne. 
This liaison was also reluctant to terminate parental 
rights. 
If your're dealing with alcoholism, it can go on 
forever. If a client needs an apartment, some-
times we can help: it could take only a couple 
of weeks. But if its an ongoing alcoholic pro-
blem or drug problem, I really can't put a time 
frame on it. There are times when kids have 
great attachment to their parents and you can't 
get them released for adoption. They don't want 
to be adopted. That's their mother and that's 
it. The Board argues best interests, which they 
interpret as adoption. 
A third DYFS liaison from an urban county also reported 
that Boards had challenged their plans for return horne when 
the parents had sexually abused their children. 
They're very negative about 
a hard time persuading them 
appropriate in these cases. 
to be adopted. 
sexual abuse. We have 
that return home is 
They want the kids 
One Board Chairperson from this county commented. 
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Most new Board members are shocked at the serious-
ness of cases. You think you've heard the worst 
and then you hear more. It's unbelievable what 
some of these parents are doing to their kids 
and we have new respect for foster parents. We 
take issue with frequent visiting when foster 
parents tell us it upset the kids. 
Another Chairperson commented 
You just can't believe the conditions some of these 
kids come from. The parents aren't ready to take 
them back. They need to stay with the foster parents. 
Twelve other Child Placement Review Boards had taken 
issue with at least one DYFS plan for returning a child to 
his family. In these instances, it seems that children had 
been in care for several years and the Boards felt that it 
was in the child's best interests to be adopted, usually by 
the foster parents who had cared for him. DYFS, on the 
other hand, felt that the parents needed further opportunity 
to plan for their children. One DYFS liaison stated that 
young parents needed 
••• time to mature. Teenage parents need time to 
resume care. The kids are bonded to them and 
it's not fair to terminate parental rights. Let 
the mother finish school and grow up. Natural 
parents cannot live up exactly to time frames. 
Another DYFS liaison observed that the Board frequently 
challenged plans for return home where children had entered 
care several years ago when the agency had been remiss in 
reaching out to parents. According to this District Office 
liaison 
It's these cases where we have to swallow our pride 
and say we need to do more work. 
The view that DYFS had been remiss in working with 
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parents was emphatically refuted by five Board respondents. 
One Chairperson decried the District Office's attitude 
towards initiating court action to terminate parental 
rights. 
We just can't stand this trepidatious attitude 
about going to court [to terminate parental 
rights]. If you lose, you lose, but move! 
Another Board Chairperson from the same county sum-
marized her views as follows: 
Maybe a conservative Board would feel that way 
[that parents had insufficient time plan] but 
we feel just the opposite. We feel that DYFS 
more than extends themselves to parents, parti-
cularly young unmarried mothers. 
A third Board Chairperson from an urban county, who was 
an attorney, stated that his Board was "less impressed with 
the concept of parental rights" than the agency. His fellow 
Chairperson, who was also an attorney, explained his 
thinking: 
Hardly anyone on our Board feels the end all and be 
all is to return to the natural parent. We go along 
with Freud and Sol nit about the best interests of 
the child ••• We believe in contact and visiting, but 
in cases of abuse, especially alleged sexual abuse, 
or if a child is acting out after visits with the 
parents, we favor adoption. We're a conservative 
Board lest kids become ping pong balls. (Emphasis 
added) 
Another Board Chairperson who was from a rural county 
and recognized a difference in perspective between the Child 
Placement Review Boards and DYFS 
We find DYFS is in a difficult position because they 
are mandated to help the family and get them back 
together again. Our point of view is to consider 
the child only. We sometimes think that DYFS puts 
return home first, [on the first report to the Board] 
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even when they know it won't work. In some cases, 
we feel it [return home] is impossible, such as 
with drug abusers or incarcerated parents. 
The District Office liaisons from the two counties 
whose Chairpersons are quoted directly above, acknowledged 
that the Boards had occasionally disagreed with plans for 
return home. Despite these challenges to workers' case 
plans, these liaisons did not feel that the Boards were 
unduly harsh on parents. One recalled a recent case to 
demonstrate her Boards' lack of middle class bias. 
We just had a case where our plan was return after 
the mother got furniture. The Board agreed, and 
said "Who needs furniture? Get these kids home." 
The other liaison felt that her Board was always 
willing to consider parents as a resource. 
Oh no, our Board isn't into that middle class bit 
like in [name of another county]. They're always 
willing to give parents a shot. 
In her view, which is quoted above, disagreements occurred 
when the agency had insufficient grounds for termination 
because past workers had been remiss in reaching out to 
parents. 
It is worth noting that while almost all Boards had 
taken issue with DYFS plans for return to parents, two 
Board Chairpersons had tried to expedite return home. One 
Board Chairperson, who was a social worker for a parents' 
self help group, recalled a case. 
By the time DYFS decides to return a child home, it's 
appropriate. We just had a case of a 28 year old 
mother, who had an apartment and family supports. 
It was a voluntary placement. She'd fulfilled her 
contract, and DYFS was questioning return because she 
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hadn't raised her older child. In this case, I was 
pushing for return home immediately. 
In the other county, the Board respondent was highly 
- - --- crftfcal of- what she perceived as DYFS' punitIve -attitude 
towards parents. 
Why we have workers who place kids because the home 
was "duty". In another case, they                     bhild 
because the grandmother was too old. I went out 
to visit with the worker who was meeting her for 
the first time. Yes, she was in her 60's, but she 
could get around as well as I do. 
She recalled two cases where they had challenged DYFS plans 
for continuation in care and adoption, because in the 
Boards' view, the parents were capable of resuming care. 
The DYFS liaison for this county acknowledges that the 
Boards' had been critical of the District Office's handling 
of parents. She sought to refute the Board's allegation 
that they were judgmental to parents. 
They think we hold kids in care. But that just 
isn't so. Why we have one of the lowest placement 
rates in the state. Why the Boards are judgmental. 
In one case, they asked a woman with four children 
under five,if she was looking for a job. 
Boards' Disapproval of DYFS Plans for Adoption 
Only three Board respondents recalled taking issue with 
District Office plans for adoption because they felt that 
the parents had had insufficient help from the agency to 
resume care of their children. One Board, which covered an 
urban county, had taken issue with three cases where the 
Board felt that the agency had ignored the child's father1 
and that it was necessary to extend services to the fathers 
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of these youngsters before considering adoption. According 
to this Board Chairperson, who was a social worker, the 
workers frequently demonstrated a sexist attitude towards 
fathers. She cited one case to support her opinion. 
We had a case where the biofather was contributing 
to the board rate and all he could get was office 
visits. We told him to ask for weekend visits 
and we spoke to the DO [District Office Manager]. 
The father is now visiting regularly; and it 
looks like he'll get his kids back. We had another 
case where the father was in the Army and no one 
had told him where his kids were. And DYFS wanted 
adoption. It's unbelievable! 
Another Board in the rural county where the Board had 
observed that workers were prejudiced towards parents had 
taken issue with a plan for adoption. 
We just thought the parents hadn't been given a 
chance. The workers just wanted to more into 
adoption. 
A third Child placement Review Board had taken issue 
with a DYFS plan for the adoption of a sibling group, 
because the Board felt that it would be damaging to the 
children if all ties were severed with their mentally 
retarded parents. While this Board did not rule out adop-
tion at a later time, they did feel that the children could 
benefit from additional visiting with their parents. 
Our biggest problem is cases where the natural 
parents have some contact and the kids are in a 
middle class foster home. DYFS wants adoption, 
because kids have bonded with the foster parents. 
We had a case with a mentally retarded mother who 
loves her kids. She can't take care of them, but 
we feel sympathetic. At the end of the road, 
maybe we'll go for adoption, but we thought it 
would be precipitous now. For now, we see long 
term foster care. 
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In these three counties, the Board respondents had 
served since the inception of Child Placement Review, .while 
all three DYFS liaisons were relatively new and none 
- - .. -- .---
recalled any instance where the Board had taken issue with a 
plan of adoption. 
In discussing adoption, two Board members and three 
DYFS District Office liaisons initiated discussion about 
their experiences with children whose adoptive parents had 
requested placement. One Board Chairperson, who had 
reviewed four abrogated adoptions in her nine months of ser-
vice elaborated 
Well I hope we're doing the right thing with 
adoption. I wish someone would do a study to 
see if it's the right thing. We've had four 
cases where the [adoptive] parents brought the 
kids back to the agency. It's a very bad situa-
tion ••• No they weren't handicapped. I guess 
the parents just didn't want them any more. 
Similarly, the DYFS liaisons stated 
I know this is not the point of your study, but I 
wish someone at Columbia would study failed adop-
tions. We've had three lately--all teenagers. The 
kids start sassin' their mothers--like all teenagers 
do--and the parents want out. I think part of it 
has to do with the fact that the parents are "agency 
savvy". They've been to us to adopt the kid and 
they think we'll take care of all their problems ••• 
Why in one case, the mother had a new den for 
herself [the child's former bedroom] within a week 
after she left. And the girl is still at our 
JINSI shelter. 
We had two cases where adoptive parents brought the 
kids back ••• No they weren't handicapped. I don't 
know all the details. 
1 Juvenile in Need of Supervision, New Jersey's classifi-
cation for status offenders. 
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About ten or fifteen years ago, a private adoption 
agency came down here and got lots of kids adopted. 
You know, a nice rural county--a good place for kids. 
Now a lot of them are at our door, because the 
parents don't want them ••• yes they were infants 
when they were adopted, and now they're teenagers. 
Nobody wants teenagers and these people think they 
can give them up. 
Since the ARC liaisons were interviewed after the 
District Office liaisons, this investigator decided to ask 
them directly about their experience with abrogated adop-
tions. All four ARC liaisons stated that their office had 
had adopted children returned, and one liaison estimated 
that 10% of all their adoptions failed. 
You have to understand that we place some very 
difficult youngsters. We have to live with 
some failures, 11m afraid. 
One ARC had initiated post adoption services to help fami-
lies in crisis when a few workers became interested in pre-
venting breakup of adoptive families. This service cannot 
be offered statewide, however, because the Division has no 
funding for post adoptive services. 
Boards' Disapproval of DYFS Plans for Long Term Foster Care 
Boards from three counties had taken issue with DYFS 
plans for long term foster care. One Board in an urban 
county had taken issue with DYFS plans for five normal 
children under age five. This Board Chairperson, who was a 
social worker, was astonished that the Dist"rict Office did 
not recommend adoption for children who were under five and 
healthy; and she was uncertain of the Division's rationale 
for recommending long term foster care. 
152 
We had a case where the agency was recommending 
long term foster care for two eighteen month old 
twins ••• Yes they were healthy, ••• I don't know 
why they recommended that plan, but we disagreed. 
The youngsters were black, but certainly an 
·--·-------a-d·opt"ive -home could--b"ave-been-found-;-.--.-.-In--another-------
case they [DYFS] wanted long term foster care 
for a five year old. I don't know why. It's 
incredible! 
In one rural county, the Board respondent stated that 
they took issue with a plan for long term foster care for a 
seven year old. 
We feel with the availability of subsidy, all 
younger children can be adopted. Long term 
foster care was not appropriate for this child. 
In these two counties, the DYFS liaisons were relati-
vely new, and they did not recall any instance where the 
Board had taken issue with District Office plans for long 
term foster care. 
In another rural county, the Board had originally 
disapproved of the District Office's plan for long term 
foster care until they observed the attachment the three 
school aged youngsters had for their mentally ill mother. 
In this case, the Board subsequently concurred with the 
District Office's decision that it would be detrimental for 
the children to relinquish all ties with their mother. 
In this county, the DYFS liaison was most resentful 
that so much time had been required to uphold the District 
Office's original plan. 
I mean we all had to go to Court. So much time 
was wasted just to have them [Board] come around 
to our way of thinking. 
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Boards' Disapproval of DYFS Plans for Residential Care 
Two Board Chairpersons from an urban county reported 
taking issue with plans for residential treatment, because 
in their view, in-home supports to parents would have been 
more appropriate. These Chairpersons were particularly con-
cerned that the District Office frequently placed ado-
lescents of young single mothers in residential placement 
rather than helping them manage their children. 
We're very much concerned that the agency uses 
residential placement rather than help parents 
manage their children at home. This is particu-
larly the case with young (around 35) single mothers 
with adolescent boys. What these mothers need is 
help raising their children. Residential placement 
is not the answer. 
We always take issue with residential placellu::nts 
when the children are not in crisis, ••• but DYFS 
ignores us. We are very concerned, because we 
think that the agency uses residential too liberally. 
In contrast, two other Chairpersons praised the 
District Office for residential planning. 
Oh, we're delighted with residential. They are 
good schools ••• No, DYFS doesn't use it too liberally; 
the kids really need it. 
Residential plans are very well thought out. We 
don't see workers using it too liberally. 
This latter Board's support of DYFS residential plans was 
confirmed by the District Office liaison who exclaimed 
Oh no, we never have a problem with residential. 
This Board is very "pro-residential." 
Similar to this District Office liaison, four others 
remarked that their Boards looked favorably on residential 
placements. 
154 
They love that bit [residential placement]. 
Oh no, this Board is very pro-residential. Our 
Board never gives us trouble on residential. 
They're pro-residential. 
District Office's choice of residential setting. In one 
county, these disagreements were resolved when the DYFS 
liaison documented the number of agencies which had 
rejected the youngster. As one Chairperson who had served 
since the inception of review stated: 
We'd very much like to see many youngsters go to 
George Junior Republic, because the school offers 
a lot of structure. But when you see that the 
youngster has been rejected there, as well as 
several other places, you have to live with what's 
available. 
Another Board Chairperson stated that he had raised 
singular objections about one residential treatment center 
to the Division Director who subsequently revoked the 
facility's license. 
Yes. We raised our concerns with [name of Division 
Director]. She looked into it and the place closed. 
We went and visited the place and were concerned 
that the kids weren't getting any service. That's 
another advantage of review: it keeps these private 
outfits on their toes. Now they know someone else 
will be checking on them. 
Eight DYFS liaisons recalled that their Boards had 
taken issue with their choice of residential setting. These 
liaisons resented the Boards' challeng ing the it: plans. They 
felt the Boards were "unrealistic" for failing to recognize 
the limited resources available. 
Sure we'd like to get all kids in Devereaux. But 
not all our kids can get in. 
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They just don't understand that we have to take 
what's available. 
Along with stating that they had never taken issue with 
a plan for residential treatment, two Board Chairpersons 
also mentioned that they felt unqualified to assess residen-
tial placement. They felt it was necessary to have addi-
tional training in the types of residential settings and the 
kinds of therapy offered. 
We are not qualified to assess residential place-
ment. I think it's a waste of time for us to 
review these cases. 
I personally feel inexpert to challenge residential 
placements, because I'm not familiar with the 
schools. I'd like to visit them. 
Boards' Disapproval of DYFS Plans for Independent Living 
Five Board respondents recalled cases where they took 
issue with the District Office's plans for independent 
living, because in their judgment the youngsters were too 
immature. In their view a more appropriate plan was foster 
case which could provide supervision. 
We just felt the youngster was too immature. She 
needed more structure. 
That kid just couldn't survive on his own. He 
needed a foster home. 
Since the DYFS liaisons from these counties did not 
recall instances where they had difficulty justifying plans 
for independent living, it was not possible to obtain a more 
complete perspective on these cases. 
Several Board members criticized DYFS for failing to 
provide higher education or vocational training so that when 
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youngsters became 18, they could be self-supporting. 
My biggest gripe is that these kids have nowhere 
to go after 18. Living on welfare is not good. 
- -- ---Wh-a-t happens to these kids when they'-re-T8?--- --
They're out of luck. 
What these kids need is a half-way house when 
they're 18. They're still too young to be on 
their own. 
The DYFS liaisons from these counties were highly cri-
tical of the Boards for their "unrealistic expectations" of 
what DYFS could provide to emancipated minors. 
Counties with Little or No Disagreements 
In one isolated rural county, both the Board Chair-
person and DYFS District Office liaison concurred that the 
Board had never challenged a worker's plan. The Board 
Chairperson stated that she thought the District Office was 
doing an "above average" job and that they found no reason 
to challenge plans. Unlike her fellow Board respondents in 
the other 20 counties, this Chairperson was loath to ter-
minate parental rights. 
The last thing I'd want to do is to take someone's 
kid, because anybody can change and maybe the 
parent is trying to get himself together. 
Her reluctance to terminate parental rights in order to free 
children for adoption, then, was probably an important fac-
tor influencing the unanimity between the Board and the DYFS 
District Office. 
Another factor contributing to the lack of disagreement 
may have been the District Office Manager's efforts to work 
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closely with the Board. The District Office Manager, who 
also served as liaison, explained 
When this thing [child placement review] began, 
we did things like we always do around here. We 
called everybody together, workers, supervisors, 
Board members and [name of Board coordinator] 
together and discussed it. That way, workers knew 
what the Board wanted ••• later when the state forms 
came out, we all got together again. 
In one other county, the DYFS liaison recalled only one 
case where the Board took issue with their case plan. The 
Board Chairperson, however, explained the situation as 
follows 
Always if a caseworker submits a plan with suffi-
cient information I can't think of any time we have 
disagreed. When we feel that there is no support 
for a plan, we reject it and often it comes back 
with the information we need, and we agree with 
the goal •••• We disagree with plans for return home 
when no conditions are set forth. We look for some 
plan that is realistic--that indicates that the 
parent is moving or is being given guidance to move. 
Summary 
This chapter described instances where Child Placement 
Review Boards took issue with DYFS case plans. Although 
Board disapproval was infrequent, the instances where Boards 
challenged DYFS are worth noting, because they indicate that 
the Board was functioning as an independent body. Moreover, 
even if     case were overturned by a Board, DYFS would be 
on notice that they had to take child placement review seri-
ously, because the Boards were not a r.ubber stamp. Realiz-
ing this, DYFS workers probably would be inclined to present 
subsequent cases in such a way as to avert Board disapproval. 
158 
The most frequent area of disagreement involved cases 
where DYFS planned for reunification with parents wh·ile- the 
Boards recommended termination of parental rights so that 
the children could be adopted. Boards' disapproval of DYFS 
plans for return home were usually resented by DYFS District 
Office liaisons who were highly critical of the Boards for 
imposing middle class values on clients. According to these 
liaisons, the Boards failed to recognize that parents could 
change and they felt it was wrong to write off parents who 
had had difficulty caring for their children. Many Board 
respondents, on the other hand, criticized DYFS for disre-
garding the children's best interest which would be met by 
having them adopted. 
In two instances, DYFS liaisons were skeptical of 
contracting with parents to help them plan for their 
children. Their lack of goal orientation to working with 
parents was in direct conflict with the perspective of Child 
placement Review Boards who insisted on timely planning for 
children. Quite understandably then, Boards in these two 
counties frequently took issue with DYFS plans for return 
home. 
In some other counties, Board disagreements with DYFS 
plans for return home frequently reflected a philosophical 
difference, with Board members contending that parents who 
had killed or sexually abused a child could not resume care 
of their children in care. In contrast, DYFS argued that 
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parents had changed--either as a result of counseling or 
because their living situation had improved--and thus could 
resume care. 
In the remaining counties, Board disagreements with 
DYFS plans for return home were probably an indication of 
"ideal istic" and "realistic·· perspectives, with the Board 
pressing for adoption because childrens ties with parents 
were negligible. DYFS, on the other hand, proposed return 
home, because there were insufficient legal grounds for ter-
mination of parental rights. 
Disagreements about other long term plans were quite 
rare; and the Boards' taking issue with these plans did not 
appear to evoke such strong resentment on the part of DYFS. 
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CHAPTER X 
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN LOCAL CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW 
BOARDS AND DYFS DISTRICT OFFICES 
As discussed earlier in Chapter II, experience with 
independent review mechanisms in other health and welfare 
fields indicates that some degree of contention and even 
combativeness may exist between external review bodies and 
the organization under scrutiny. In view of this, it was of 
interest to explore how Child placement Review Boards and 
DYFS related to each other at the local (county) level. 
Originally, this researcher thought that the number of 
summary hearings would be an indication of the degree of 
opposi tion between the Ch ild Placement Review Boards and 
the DYFS District Offices. As stated in the enabling 
legislation, whenever a parent, a child or DYFS disagrees 
with a Board recommendation, they may request a summary 
hearing before the judge who makes the final decision. l 
Study findings revealed, however, that the number of 
summary hearings was not a valid indication of conflict 
between the Boards and DYFS for several reasons. First, 
respondents from five counties recalled having no or very 
1 Laws of the State of New Jersey for the Second Annual 
Session, 1977, Chapter 427, 30:4C:6lh. 
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few (less than five in two and a half years) summary hear-
ings, although their other comments suggested that relation-
ships between DYFS and the Boards showed signs of strain. 
Second, in two other counties where many summary hearings 
had been held, virtually all had been requested by parents, 
while both the Board and DYFS had agreed about case 
planning. (According to the enabling legislation a parent 
may request a summary hearing if she or he disagrees with 
the Board recommendation.) Clearly, then, the number of 
summary hearings convened in these counties did not indicate 
Board-DYFS disagreement. 
Unless study respondents volunteered the information, 
all were asked whether they had a positive or negative 
relationship with DYFS (or the local Child placement Review 
Boards). Although virtually all respondents readily com-
mented about their relationship, there appeared to be a 
"response set" operating, that is, both Board members and 
DYFS District Office liaisons were more likely to assess 
their relationship as positive even when their other com-
ments indicated that some degree of contention existed. 
As indicated in Table 10 below, only four of the 36 
Board members and four of the 22 District Office liaisons 
stated that they had a negative relationship. At the same 
time, however, several other respondents described instances 
which revealed that Board-DYFS relationships had been 
strained. For example, a few Board members and DYFS 
liaisons described instances where they had disagreed about 
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what information should be shared with the Boardsi and in 
other instances, the Boards' frequent challenging o_f DYFS 
case plans had become a source of irritation to DYFS. 
--- --- ---------- --
In an effort to classify Board-DYFS relationships among 
New Jersey's 21 counties, this investigator considered 
several comments made by study respondents. First, 
respondents' answers to the direct question of how they per-
ceived their relationship was considered. In the three 
instances where Board respondents evaded this question, the 
remarks of fellow Board members from the county were con-
sidered. In the two instances where liaisons evaded this 
question, there was sufficient basis for classifying their 
assessment of their relationship with the Board from their 
other comments. Along with considering their direct 
response to this question, this investigator took into 
account any description of instances which indicated that 
relationships were either strained or positive. As 
illustrated in Table 10, this investigator developed six 
categories to classify Board-DYFS relationships ranging from 
II combative" to "highly positive". The basis for this 














Both Board and DYFS respondents 
concurred that they had a negative 
relationship. Board respondents 
were highly critical of DYFS per-
formance and had raised their con-
cerns to upper levels within Dis-
trict Offices. DYFS respondents 
were highly resentful that Boards 
imposed middle class values on 
clients. 
Either Board or DYFS respondent 
felt they had-a negative relation-
ship. Evidence of some strain 
because Boards had insisted that 
parental rights be terminated on 
several cases where DYFS planned 
either return to parents or long 
term foster care. 
Both Board and DYFS respondents 
felt they had a positive relation-
ship, although Board respondents 
d"escribed instances where DYFS had 
tried to undermine Board involve-
ment in cases and/or DYFS indi-
cated some strain persisted. 
Boards played a minimal role in 
overseeing DYFS cases and this 
arrangement was satisfactory to 
both parties. 
Evidence that Boards and DYFS had 
reconciled initial differences and 
both Board and DYFS respondents 
concurred that they had a positive 
relationship. 
Evidence that DYFS had made con-
certed efforts to use independent 
review to strengthen internal 
efforts to promote permanence. 
All Board respondents were pleased 
with the quality of information 
supplied by DYFS. In two counties, 
Boards had been influential in ob-










Counties Where Board-DYFS Relationships Were Classified As 
Combative 
In two counties both the Board and DYFS respondents 
concurred that they had a negative relationship. 
In one of these counties, the Board respondent criti-
cized DYFS for being judgemental towards natural parents, 
because she had reviewed cases where children were placed 
because the home was Iidirty." (See Chapter VIII) This was 
also the county where the Board had decided to exclude 
supervisors from review meetings, because they allegedly had 
an insidious influence on workers. (See Chapter VI) 
In the other county, the philosophical differences be-
tween the Board and DYFS respondents was quite apparent. 
The liaison was extremely reluctant to set time frames with 
parents, many of whom she felt "needed time to mature" 
before they could plan for their youngsters. (Her views are 
quoted in Chapter VIII.) In contrast, the Board Chairperson 
was most interested in pressing DYFS to terminate parental 
rights when children had been in care for over a year and 
parents had failed to plan for them. She also felt that the 
District Office overused long term foster care rather than 
seek termination so·that children could have permanent adop-
tive homes. Recently, this Board Chairperson had prevailed 
on the District Office supervisors to meet with the Board to 
discuss their rationale for preferring long term foster care 
for many youngsters. 
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I recognize that long term foster care is necessary 
for some children, but it's very hard for us to 
grasp what the long term foster care agreement 
means. I know it doesn't have the force of law. 
We see a lot more of that [long term foster care 
agreements]. Although we never see copies ••• It's 
not good for this ten year old who has no ties to 
his parents. He should be adopted. We're having 
a meeting soon with DYFS to discuss the whole 
thing ••• lie have a lousy relationship with DYFS. 
But I do try to praise workers when we think they've 
done a good job. 
The liaison from this county recognized the Board's 
leaning towards adoption, and explained that these disagree-
ments on case planning posed no problem for the District 
Office. 
When they recommend adoption, we send it to ARC 
[Adoption Resource Center]. If they send it back, 
we've done our part ••• yes that happens quite 
often ••• I couldn't estimate a percentage. 
While the Board respondents from these counties were 
critical of the District Office's performance, both DYFS 
liaisons were highly resentful that most Board members 
imposed middle class values on clients. In one county, the 
liaison recalled a case to illustrate this. 
Why we had a case where they asked a mother with 
four children under five if she was looking for 
a job! They thought she should be working 
rather than be on                     I mean really, how 
could she go to work? 
In the other county, the liaison critized the Board for 
imposing middle class values, not on natural parents, but on 
foster parents. In the view of this liaison, who had served 
since the inception of Child placement Review, the Board had 
unrealistic expectations about foster parents' lifestyles. 
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Counties Where Board-DYFS Relationships Were Classified As 
Contentious 
In four other counties, either the DYFS liaison or 
Board respondent felt they had a negative relationship. 
Both DYFS liaisons recalled 10ng-stan.1ing controversies bet-
ween their District Office and the Boards; while at least 
one Board member from the other two counties acknowledged 
that they had been in opposition with DYFS. 
In one county, the liaison mentioned that they had 
recently complied with the Board's request to read third 
party reports. 
We were concerned about confidentiality but it 
[disagreement about sharing third party reports] 
got to be too much of a hassle, so we gave in. 
This liaison went on to criticize the Board for their 
naivete in thinking that DYFS workers could force clients to 
seek employment or job training. She also criticized the 
Board for considering irrelevant issues. 
After the review hearing the Board lists their 
questions. Some of them are interesting but 
irrelevant. Like we had a child whose parent 
was dead. The Board asked if the worker had 
helped him with that and whether the kid was 
entitled to Social Security. It doesn't really 
matter to the children. I don't know why the 
Board asked. They get into a lot of social work 
planning issues. 
In contrast to this liaison, the Board Chairperson felt 
they had a positive relationship with the DYFS District 
Office. 
Oh I           a good relationship with [name of District 
Office manager]. I can talk with him whenever I 
want to ••• I never feel uncomfortable disagreeing 
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wi th DYFS. \ve 're merely focused on the child. 
Sometimes I'll write 'good' on the report when 
I think a worker has done a good job. I don't know 
what good it does, but I feel DYFS has improved. 
I think the caliber of the \'Iork has improved. 
In the second county where only the liaison felt that 
the District Office had a negative relationship with the 
Board, there were deep philosophical differences between the 
liaison and the Boards. The liaison, who was quoted exten-
sively in Chapter VIII, was most reluctant to impose time 
frames during which parents should make a plan for their 
child's return home. The Board respondents, who are also 
quoted extensively in Chapter VIII, were constantly pressing 
the District Office to terminate parental rights. Here 
again, however, these disagreements posed no problem for 
this District Office liaison. 
We refer those cases to our adoption office. They 
usually send them back, because they're inappro-
priate referrals. But that doesn't matter, we'"e 
fulfilled our obligations. (Emphasis added.) 
Both Board Chairpersons from this county rated the 
office's overall performance as fair, and both felt that 
their relationship with DYFS had improved. One Board 
Chairperson felt that other factors had affected their rela-
tionship with DYFS. 
The Board came into a long history between DYFS 
and the Court. The former DO [District Office] 
manager was held in contempt because she did not 
find a horne for a kid who'd been in the shelter 
for several months. From then on, we were in 
the middle. \ve're getting better information. 
Similarly, the other Chairperson from this county felt 
their relationship had improved. 
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We have a new District Office manager named ••• 
He's great. Oh, we got rid of [former liaison]. 
Generally the upper levels [of DYFS] were. . 
sympathetic. I think we were going the same way 
as [name of director] was. She inherited a very, 
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very difficul t--si-t'uation. Shewa's-a-lways-cons-id-- -- --. -- -_._.-
erate and supportive. Our complaint was with 
the locals. Her complaint was that each DO 
[District Office] was a regnum in its own area. 
Both of these Board Chairpersons regretted that most 
foster parents had not attended review meetings and both 
attributed their absence to DYFS active discouragement of 
child placement review. 
\vhy I had a woman call me up at 11: 00 pm to ask 
me if they [DYFS] could take away her kid if she 
came to a review. 
Moreover, one Chairperson stated that during the first 
year DYFS caseworkers had refused to attend review meetings. 
I realize they'd have to get comp time, but I 
don't think they should refuse when we ask them. 
Effective July 1, 1931, the Division of youth and 
Family Services stated in its manual that workers must 
attend review meetings when so requested. l This policy, 
however, had not been developed at the time when workers had 
refused Board requests to present testimony. 
In two counties where only the Chairpersons felt their 
relationship with DYFS was strained, their Boards had fre-
quently taken issue with DYFS goals. In one county, the 
Board had brought to the supervisor's attention their 
1 Department of Human Services. Division of youth and 
Family Services. Field Operations Manual II Casework 
policy and procedures, Volume D. Foster Care Services 
Section. Child placement Review Section (24, p. 18) 
observations of sexist social work practice, because workers 
appeared to be ignoring fathers as resources for children in 
care. This Board had also challenged the District Office 
for planning long term foster care for several healthy pre-
school children (see Chapter IX). 
In the other county where only one Board Chairperson 
felt they had a negative relationship with DYFS, the 
Chairperson reported that they frequently took issue with 
DYFS about plans for return home, because they thought more 
children should be adopted. (See Chapter IX.) Although 
relatively few--only l5%--of their cases were scheduled for 
re-review, the Chairperson stated that DYFS resented their 
taking issue with DYFS case plans. 
              we I re always seen as the trouble makers ••• 
because we're always questioning the agency and 
asking for more information. I guess you'd say 
we're the 'militants'. 
It may be worth noting that this was the Board which 
was terminated in May 1981 by the judge, ostensibly because 
the county could no longer afford to pay overtime pay to 
security personnel to work one evening a week during this 
Board's review meeting. (See Chapter V.) 
Counties lihere Board-DYFS Relationships Were Classified As 
Occasionally Strained 
In three counties, respondents recalled that initially 
relationships between the Board and DYFS had been strained; 
although all respondents felt that their current relation-
ship was positive. At the same time, however, it appeared 
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that DYFS still had a residue of bad feeling toward external 
review, so this researcher felt it was inappropriate to 
classify these Board-DYFS relationships as positive.-
- In one of these counties, two of the Boards re-reviewed 
virtually all cases to verify that DYFS followed through on 
obtaining school and medical reports, referrals to the ARC 
and work with parents. The liaison for this District 
Office was highly resentful of this practice, for she felt 
the Boards had usurped the role of DYFS supervisors. While 
she herself had frequent contact with the Boards, and had 
invited them to the District Office's open house, it 
appeared that relationships were strained. 
I feel child placement review has tried to become 
the supervisor of the case instead of the reviewer ••• 
They are constantly giving us suggestions and then 
they review every three months, even every month ••• 
Oh they'll suggest getting a school report or 
follow up with special art classes if a kid is 
talented, or to get a psychiatric assessment if 
a child has a psychotic break. Not that it is 
all that unreasonable, but they've become the 
supervisors ••• \ihile they mean well, they want to 
become the supervisors, and they've gone too far 
as reviewers •••• Oh I'd say our relationship--it's 
improving. It's positive. 
An incident described by a Board Chairperson also 
suggested opposition beb/een the Boards and the District 
Office. 
\-Je had recommended counsel ing for one ch ild and 
wanted the judge to order it. Before calling a 
summary, the judge asked us to discuss the case 
with the District Office. At the meeting, the 
supervisor said that the workers' ten minute 
car ride to bring a child to a bus so she could 
go see her mother was professional counseling! 
We called a summary just before the Court hearing--
in the court room, the supervisor said they'd begun 
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counseling. I really resented that three Board 
members and the foster mother had wasted a day 
in Court. 
In the second county, the District Office liaison 
explained. 
We get along. We disagree in some areas, but we 
work things out, largely because of the Board 
coordinator. She's a good mediator and very 
tactful. 
At the same time, she criticized the personality of the 
Board Chairperson and emphasized the disadvantages of exter-
nal review. In this county then, it seemed that there was a 
residue of bad feeling on the part of DYFS. 
In the third county where relationships had been 
strained, the District Office liaison had had personality 
conflicts with the Board Coordinator who had asked her to 
withdraw from attending review meetings. The liaison also 
resented that she had requested a summary hearing where the 
judge had concurred with the District Office. (See Chapter 
VI.) 
This District Office liaison described workers' reac-
tions to child placement review as follows: 
The caseworkers see it as totally needless, time 
consuming, aggravating and one more thing to do. 
We had, for example, at the beginning one worker 
who spent more than 40 hours in one week on 
review, either writing reports or clarifying 
questions. Their [workers'] whole thought was the 
Board is sitting there and we have to justify our 
plans to them ••• It takes time away from their job. 
Here again, then, workers' resentment of outside review 
suggested that relationships between the Child Placement 
Review Boards and DYFS were strained. 
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Counties Where Board-DYFS Relationships Were Classified 
As Neutral 
As described in Chapters V and VI, Child Placement 
-Review-Boards in two count"ies-played a ve-ry-mtn-im-a-l--ro-l'e in-
overseeing DYFS cases. In one county, all reviews were 
.. paper reviews, II because the Board did not encourage the 
attendance of parents, foster children and foster                  
and they were satisfied with the written material supplied 
by DYFS. In the other county, the Boards were not informed 
of how the judge disposed of their recommendations, so they 
had no basis for challenging DYFS on case plans by sched-
uling re-reviews. In these two counties, then, it seemed 
that the relationship between the Boards and DYFS was super-
ficial, since the Boards had minimal involvement with DYFS 
cases. Thus, while all respondents from these counties 
expressed satisfaction with their relationship, this 
investigator thought it appropriate to place these counties 
in a separate                     because neither the Boards nor DYFS 
had mace any effort to promote open communication and 
cooperation. 
Counties Where Board-DYFS Relationships Were Classified As 
Cordial 
In five counties, Child placement Review Boards and the 
District Offices not only stated that they had a positive 
relationship, but they also provided descriptions of how 
they had reconciled initial differences. As Board respon-
dents explained 
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Always if a caseworker submits a plan with sufficient 
information, I can't think of any time we have dis-
agreed. When we feel that there is no support for 
a plan, we reject it and often it comes back with 
the information we need and we agree with the goal. 
At the beginning there was some animosity, but no 
longer. Once we told the workers that we're not 
like a Board of Education because we can't hire 
or fire, that the law restricts us to recommenda-
tions only, things got better. Our yearly meetings 
with the District Office Manager have helped a lot ••• 
Our concerns now are not on the local level but on 
the policy level. Like why DYFS has to wait until 
a retired worker's sick time is used up before 
they can replace her. 
We are very clear on our role ••• We are there to 
help them [workers]. We are all working for the 
same thing ••• If they're going to Court, the 
caseworker will refer to the Board recommendation 
for counseling and for contracting with the 
natural parents. 
We \'Jork very well together. 
kids in placement. We work 
When a treatment plan isn't 
Board talk it out. 
There aren't many 
well with DYFS. 
made, the worker and 
Well since we just started up [after a year break] 
it's hard to say. Workers come to reviews, and we 
get the information we need. 
In these five counties, the District Office liaisons 
were miminally involved in child placement review, and they 
did not elaborate about their relationships with their 
Board(s). {See Chapter VI about role of liaisons.} At the 
same time, however, they did not make any negative comments 
about the review process, and none of the Board respondents 
had observed any efforts to undermine their role. 
Counties Where Boards-DYFS Relationships Were Classified As 
Highly positive 
In five counties, the DYFS liaison and some Board 
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respondents elaborated about how they had developed a strong 
working relationship. For example, all five DYFS liaisons 
described instances where they had used the Child Placement 
Review Boards to press for permanence for youngsters .in 
care. 
In these five counties, a DYFS representative was pre-
sent at all review meetings in order to provide sufficient 
information to the Boards. In four counties workers rou-
tinely presented testimony, while in one urban county, the 
District Office liaison attended all review meetings. 
In one rural county, the District Office liaison was 
most gratified that the Board had used their personal 
influence to obtain housing for a parent and her child in 
care. As recalled by the Chairperson 
\vell you know in a small town, it's nothing to 
pick up the phone and call so and so to get 
\",hat you \,lant. So I called up someone I knew 
at the Housing Authority and the mother got to 
the top of the waiting list [for subsidized 
housing]. 
Both respondents from this rural county also recalled another 
instance to demonstrate their good working relationship. 
They wrote to Trenton [Central Office] when we 
asked them to, because we didn't have any heat. 
Oh, we wrote to Trenton because they really 
couldn't work under those conditions. 
In another rural county, the Board Chairperson 
explained. 
usually the caseworker is delighted to have re-review 
because it gets things moving. We're a support 
mechanism to show the parents that they're important. 
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••• We don't fight DYFS and they don't fight us. 
We try very hard to stay on good terms. 
Similarly, the liaison from this District Office 
acknowledged 
Workers love it when the Board says go for 
termination. That really helps when they go to 
Court. 
Although this liaison felt that a few Board members imposed 
middle class biases on clients, he was not overly concerned 
about these differences in perspective between the Boards 
and DYFS       .. -.--. 
In the beginning the Board told one woman to 
get a tubal ligation. That sent the worker 
up the wall! 
We just tell them [workers] 'If you think the 
Board is too middle classy, tell them--in a 
pol i te way.' 
It [review] is supposed to be open communication, 
and that means no comments should be censored. 
In the three remaining counties, the District Office's 
liaisons described how they had used child placement review 
to stimulate improvements in service delivery. For example, 
one liaison attended review meetings to assess the need for 
further staff training, while the other two referred to out-
side review to emphasize to parents the importance of timely 
planning for youngsters in care. (Their experiences are 
described in detail in Chapter VI.) 
Four of these Board Chairpersons elaborated on their 
roles. 
Well we make a lot of 'editorial comments' on our 
recommendations ••• thinks like contracting with 
parents and setting time frames. The supervisor 
[liaison] says it's very helpful and she takes 
this up with the workers. 
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We have a good relationship. Itls not a love-hate 
relationship. At the beginning we were all anti-
DYFS because of the horr.or stories weld heard. As 
\'1e learned about the kind of work they do and the 
budget restraints, I respect what they are trying 
-- ----- --t'o--do. I certain-1y'-woul-dnI twant the-tr-j'ob-. -ff---
they do a good job, we tell them. We have no 
reluctance to tell them when they do a good job 
when they do. And we try to let the DO manager 
knml about it, just so he knows we cut it both ways. 
The District Office Manager uses review as a check 
on workers. We worked this out at the beginning. 
She wants our feedback about workers. 
Review helps DYFS move a little faster in terms 
of contracts [with parents]. 
In these five counties, then, the District Offices made 
additional efforts to demonstrate to Child placement Review 
Boards that they shared their commitment to permanence 
planning. In the judgment of this investigator, it appeared 
that supervisors in these offices were motivated to under-
take these additional efforts not only to maintain amicable 
relationships with the Boards but because they were firmly 
committed to permanence and they chose to utilize child 
placement review to effect necessary internal changes so 
that children would be more likely to return home or be 
adopted. 
Their approach to child placement contrasted sharply 
with that of some of their colleagues who sought to appease 
their Boards without addressing practice issues affecting 
permanence planning. Still other District Offices actively 
sought to undermine child placement review by withholding 
information and/or by continuously ignoring Board 
recommendations. 
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As discussed earlier in Chapter III, Warren'sl paradigm 
for analyzing community-agency relationships has some simi-
larities with this investigator's characterization of the 
relationships between Child placement Review Boards and DYFS 
District Offices. The five counties where DYFS supervisory 
staff actively used the law to encourage permanence planning 
can be viewed as                         the five counties where rela-
tionships were classified as cordial but where casework 
practice seemed unaffected by external review can be 
classified as                                   and the six District Offices 
classified as either combative or contentious can be viewed 
as "contest". The two counties where the Boards were mini-
mally involved with review could perhaps be classified as 
"collaborative"; on the other hand, it may not be 
appropriate to place them in any of the three categories 
developed by Warren. Finally, the three counties where 
relationships \'1ere occasionally strained share some simi-
larity with Warren's "contest"                     but they probably 
more closely approximate his "collaborative" category, since 
the District Offices supervisors were not publicly taking 
issue with the Boards about their disagreements. Rather 
they seemed reconciled to the fact that despite their 
Reservations about external review, it was something they 
had to live with. 
I Roland Warren, op cit. 
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Factors Associated \d th Respondents' Assessment of BOard-
D.YFS Relationships 
unless Board members volunteered the information, they 
were asked "Overall, would you rate your District Office's 
performance as excellent, adequate, fair or poor." As indi-
cated in Table 11 below, there was a relationship between 
Board members assessment of their relationship with their 
District Office and their rating of its performance. All 
four Board respondents who felt their relationship with DYFS 
was poor rated their District Office's performance as fair 
or poor, while 23 of the 29 respondents who felt they had a 
positive relationship with DYFS rated their District 
Office's overall performance as excellent or adequate. 
Table 11 
COMPARISON OF BOARD RESPONDENTS' ASSESSMENT OF THEIR 
DISTRICT OFFICE'S OVERALL PERFORMANCE AND THEIR ASSESSMENT 






Assessment of DYFS 
Excellent Adequate Fair 
11 12 6 
0 0 2 




Similarly, DYFS District Office liaisons assessment of 
the relationship with the Boards was related to their obser-
vation of Board members' tendency to impose middle class 
values on clients. As indicated in Table 12 below, all four 
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liaisons who felt they had a negative relationship with the 
Boards stated that at least some Board members imposed 
middle class values on clients. On the other hand, of the 
16 District Office liaisons who felt they had a positive 
relationship with DYFS, ten stated that no Board members 
imposed middle class values on clients. As indicated in 
Table 12 below, all four liaisons who felt they had a nega-
tive relationship \'lith the Boards stated that at least some 
Board members imposed middle class values on clients. On 
the other hand, of the 16 District Office liaisons who felt 
they had a positive relationship with DYFS, ten stated that 
no Board members imposed middle class values on clients. 
Table 12 
COMPARISON OF DYFS DISTRICT OFFICE LIAISONS' ASSESSEMENT 
OF 'rHEIR RELATIONSHIP WITH THE BOARD AND THEIR 
OBSERVATION OF BOARD IMPOSING MIDDLE CLASS VALUES ON CLIENTS 
Assessment of Relationship 
with Boarda 
All Board Members 
Some Board Members 





Boards' Imposition of 
Middle Class Values 
aTwo respondents' remarks were uncodable. 
5 
10 16 
Originally, this investigator thought that the fre-
quency of re-review would be associated with liaisons' 
assessment of their relationship with the Boards, but 
2 o '4 
liaisons from counties where re-review was frequent (defined 
as 33% or more) were as likely to feel they had a positive 
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relationship with the Boards as liaisons from cOunties where 
                    was less frequent. 
Board-DYFS relationships were significantly related to 
the degree to which Boards asserted an activist role in 
monitoring cases. As described in Chapter V, activist 
Boards were those which frequently questioned information 
contained in workers' reports to the Board, they also moni-
tored many cases more often than once a year as required by 
law. In contrast, non-activist Boards were less likely to 
question DYFS reports and they were also reluctant to give 
frequent scrutiny to cases. 
As illustrated in Table 13 below, counties with acti-
vist Boards were more likely to be classified as having 
strained Board-DYFS relationships: while counties with non-
activist Boards were more likely to be classified as having 
positive Board-DYFS relationships. 
TABLE 13 
COMPARISON OF BOARD-DYFS RELATIONSHIPS WITH 
ACTIVISM OF BOARDS 
Strained Relationshipsa 
positive Relationshipsb 
r-1ean Activist Score 
24.47 
a Includes 18 Boards from counties classified as having 
combative, contentious or occasionally strained rela-
tionships. 
b Includes 19 Boards from counties classified as having 
neutral, cordial or highly positive relationships. 
c t= 7.78 34df p<.Ol 
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Summary 
An analysis of study respondents' comments about rela-
tionships between local Child placement Review Boards and 
DYFS indicated that in six counties, relationships were 
strained; in five other counties, relationships were cordial 
and in another five counties, relationships with highly 
positive. In two other counties, the Boards were so 
minimally involved with child placement review that it 
seemed irrelevant to attempt to characterize the relation-
ship between the Boards and DYFS. 
Examples of contention in the nine counties where 
relationships between the Boards and DYFS were strained 
included worker's refusal to attend review meetings, the 
District Office's reluctance to share third party reports, 
and/or giving lip service to implementing Board recommen-
dations with which DYFS disagreed. In all of these coun-
ties, at least one Board had challenged DYFS about case 
planning and in eight counties, the Boards had brought their 
concerns to upper echelon staff either in the District 
Office or the Central Office. 
In the ten counties where relationships between all 
of the Boards and the District Offices were cordial, five 
counties \'1ere of special interest, because DYFS supervisors 
were actively aligned with the Board in pressing for 
permanence planning. In two of three counties, DYFS readily 
considered suggestions offered by the Board to expedite per-
manence planning; and in the remaining three counties, the 
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supervisory straff welcomed feedback from the Board about 
difficult cases. 
There was a relationship between Board respondents' 
assessment of their relationship with DYFS and their 
assessment of their District Offices' overall performance. 
Board respondents who felt they had a positive relationship 
with DYFS were more likely to rate their District Office as 
excellent or adequate rather than fair or poor. 
Similarly, there was a relationship betwen DYFS 
District Office liaisons' assessment of their relationship 
with DYFS and their observation of Board members, tendency 
to impose middle class values on clients. Liaisons who 
rated their relationship with the Boards as positive were 
less likely to state that Board members imposed middle class 
values on clients. 
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CHAPTER XI 
IMPACT OF CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW 
Ascertaining the effectiveness of external review in 
stimulating permanence for children in foster care is, of 
course, the central issue in any study of independent foster 
care case review systems. Ideally, an evaluation of exter-
nal review would be determined after conducting a controlled 
study in which cases were randomly assigned to either be 
reviewed by Child Placement Review Boards or not to be so 
scrutinized by an outside body. Then, the outcomes of cases 
subject to external review (that is, the experimental cases) 
would be compared with the outcomes of cases not subject to 
external review (that is, the control group). If more of 
the experimental cases had permanent plans than the control 
cases, one could conclude that external review stimulated 
permanence planning. 
With regard to New Jersey's system for child placement 
review, the ability to conduct a controlled study was 
precluded because the enabling legislation mandated that all 
foster care placements supervised and paid for by DYFS be 
reviewed within a year. Consequently, it was not possible 
to subject only some foster care cases to external review in 
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order to determine how these cases fared in comparison to 
cases not subject to external review. 
In this study, the impact of New Jersey's system for 
independent review of foster care cases was examined by con-
sidering Board members' and DYFS liaisons' assessments of 
the advantages and disadvantages of child placement review. 
In addition, study respondents were asked to describe a case 
where they thought that review had a positive effect on a 
child's foster care status. 
It should be noted that there was no way of determining 
the representativeness of these cases among all those sub-
ject to review. Nevertheless, asking respondents to 
describe one case did enable this researcher to consider 
whether respondents felt that child placement review was 
beneficial for certain kinds of cases. 
Admittedly, this approach to assessing the impact of 
external review is soft in nature and hardly comes under the 
category of rigorous evaluation described above. 
Nevertheless, this qualitative approach will have to suf-
fice, since conventional evaluation designs relying on 
experimental and control groups was precluded by state law. 
Respondents' Assessments of the Advantages of Child 
Placement Review 
All 36 Board respondents and 22 of the 26 DYFS liaisons 
(that is the 22 District office liaisons and the four from 
the Adoption Resource Centers ARC's) felt that there were 
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some advantages to having DYFS foster care cases reviewed by 
Child Placement Review Boards. Of the remaining four DYFS 
liaisons, two felt that the Board's imposition of middle 
class values impeded timely return of children to their 
families: one felt that their acrimonious relationship with 
the Board negated any possible advantages to review: and the 
fourth liaison was generally opposed to foster care review 
conducted by lay people. 
Board Members' Assessment of Child Placement Review. 
Of the 36 Board members who felt that external review stimu-
lated permanence planning, 30 stated that the primary advan-
tage was that workers gave more careful attention to cases, 
since they knew that would have to justify case plans to an 
outside body. 
I think we have created a climate where they [DYFS] 
have more hands-on involvement in cases, simply because 
they know they will be called upon if they don't. 
First of all, they have to prepare the form, so they 
have to be informed of cases • • • • We are getting 
more contracts. We won't accept "This mother is 
incompetent. II We tell them "get contracts and facts 
and we'll back you up in court" [at termination 
proceedings]. 
I think that by having DYFS workers fill out the forms, 
they have to make a plan. 
Well now DYFS knows they're accountable for making a 
treatment plan. I think that's very.important from a 
social work point of view. 
We keep DYFS on their toes. I'd like to see Child 
Placement Review Boards go out of business, because 
DYFS is doing everything perfectly. But I don't think 
that's likely to happen. 
I think we've helped DYFS to move a little faster.· in 
terms of contracts. Initially, we saw no evidence that 
cases were moving. I've seen real progress towards 
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contracting with the new cases1 and I realize there's 
not much the agency can do with the old cases. 
I see the Board as essential. It's the only window on 
this agency. It's a vital necessity. Poor performance 
has--nothing to do"with-h-t"gh "caselo"ad"s-,-an"d--everythrng--
to do with proper training, education and caring ••• 
We try to get them to be more caring and attend to 
cases. 
The Boards are able to push for good planning. We find 
out a lot more than even the supervisors, maybe because 
we have more time • • •• I think we make a dent into 
how kids are treated • • • • We had a case where it 
was obvious that the caseworker never saw the child, 
because the grandmother was black and the child was 
white. Although the plan was appropriate [to have a 
child remain with the grandmother] we were careful to 
note that the caseworker was not familiar with the 
case. 
Four other Board members felt that the primary advan-
tage of child placement review was that another perspective 
was brought to bear on the critical decisions of case plan-
ning for foster children. In addition, these respondents 
stated that review was beneficial to foster children, 
because they were primarily interested in them. 
I think it's good to have another point of view. In 
any profession, you see things one way. That's your 
job. I don't think it can be harmful to have other 
input into things that might be harmful or help the 
life of a child. 
Review lets older children know that someone is 
interested in them. That way children don't get lost 
in the shuffle. 
Review gives the child another voice. His case is 
heard by caring, fair minded individuals. Not once 
when I left a hearing did I not feel that we were 
positively affecting a child's life. The only question 
was if the judge agreed and if the order was carried 
out. 
Review means that cases are seen from another perspec-
tive, not necessarily the professional perspective. 
The social workers see everything from a legal and 
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social service point of view. We take a wider perspec-
tive and consider how the child feels. 
The remaining two Board members cited other advantages 
of child placement review. 
Review can educate the citizens about child welfare. 
It's very good to have citizens involved, to know what's 
going on with our tax dollars. Citizens can help, but 
they can't replace professionals. Citizens don't make 
the final decisions. The pros make the final decision. 
The biggest advantage of review is "teamwork." Often 
the Board can be an advocate. Often the worker needs to 
be caring and loving with the client and the discipli-
narian. In some cases, the workers have told us that 
they make the Board the disciplinarian. They'll say 
that the Board has rejected the plan we worked on. 
That's fine with me • •• It makes the one who has 
face to face contact less of a heavy. That's important 
in order to maintain a relationship. And it doesn't 
matter if the parents aren't in love with the Board. 
DYFS Liaison' Assessment of The Advantages of Child 
Placement Review. Of the 22 DYFS liaisons who felt that 
there were some advantages of review, 20 felt that the pri-
mary advantage for outside review was that it provided an 
additional incentive for workers to give more careful at ten-
tion to making timely plans for children in care. 
Review had helped workers focus on permanence goals, 
especially work with parents. I think there is real 
value in putting case goals in writing because workers 
have to provide documentation for these goals. Also, 
now that re-reviews are coming up, we have an oppor-
tunity to reassess the case which is very helpful. 
Review forces workers and supervisors to think in terms 
of time frames. That's a good thing. 
Review keeps the agency on it's toes. It forces 
workers to think about the reasons for placement. 
It forces them to get all the facts to justify the 
placement and this helps to make a plan. 
While the advantages don't outweigh the disadvantages, 
the advantage is that workers have to review their 
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cases more thoroughly and more often. They have to 
follow time frames for dictating. Cases had been 
handled as to which one was more active at a pa·rticular 
time. If a case was quiet, it got less attention. 
Review has made us much more aware of what's going on 
with the entire                         TEmpfiasts aCJaea-,. . -
I think the Board agrees with most recommendations. I 
think the review process requires that workers provide 
some more justification than normal which is good. I 
don't think that the Board is a rubber stamp, although 
in almost all instances, the child is in the only 
alternative possible. 
The remaining two liaisons cited other primary advan-
tages of review. One liaison had stated that review stimu-
lated parents to plan for their youngsters and the other 
felt               helped workers clarify their role with clients. 
Child placement review has been a help to us. Clients 
think the Boards has more power than they do. You can 
tell a parent over and over again that you will ter-
minate their parental rights, and they don't believe 
you. The Board recommendation comes abruptly and it's 
pushed some natural parents into action. 
Child placement review is helpful to caseworkers who 
see themselves solely as helpers rather than as repre-
sentatives of a state agency. They're not just sup-
posed to help people. They also have to enforce state 
rules and regulations. We try to use review positively 
with paras [foster parents who had cared for child 
prior to receiving DYFS board rate]. They're intimi-
dated because the cases are reviewed. In one case the 
Board wanted to terminate parental rights and the 
father took the kids back. 
Respondents' Descriptions of Cases Where Child Placement 
Review Had A positive Effect 
Of the 36 Board respondents, 31 described a specific 
case where they thought review had positively affect a child 
and 12 of the 26 DYFS liaisons also described such a case. 
Nine Board respondents and three DYFS liaisons felt that 
review was generally beneficial to children but could not 
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recall a specific             and 11 DYFS liaisons stated that 
they could not recall any case where review had a positive 
effect. 
Board Members' Descriptions of Cases Illustrating The 
Positive Effects of Child Placement Review. Of the 27 Board 
respondents who recalled a specific case where they felt 
that review had a positive effect, 19 cited a case where 
they pressed DYFS to make a plan of                     six mentioned 
cases where they had recommended that children receive addi-
tional services while in             and the remaining two stated 
that review had expedited a child's return home. 
Some of the Board respondents who felt review had bene-
fited children by pushing DYFS to consider adoption are 
detailed below. 
We had a case where there were two children age one and 
three and the parents were highly dysfunctional. The 
mother was an alcoholic and the father had a criminal 
record. It was a neglect case referred by a third 
party. The Board pushed for six months for the case-
worker to develop a contract. At six months, there was 
some progress, so we re-reviewed three months later. 
At nine months, the mother went back to her old ways. 
After the Board confronted the mother, she and the hus-
band signed a surrender and the children are now 
adopted. Getting a surrender was a struggle. This 
case would have well become one of those situations 
where DYFS sat around for 15 years waiting for the 
parents to get their act together. 
We had a case where DYFS was recommending long term 
foster care for 18 month old twins. There was a long 
history of the biofamily's involvement with DYFS. Here 
these kids were adopted by their foster parents. 
We had an eight year old boy whose mother was in 
Australia. We really kicked up a fuss to get action, 
that DYFS pursue termination of parental rights. In 
that case, I think we made a difference. 
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In one case, we uncovered a case of fraud between the 
natural parent and the foster parent. DYFS had in the 
record that the mother- was in Boston, but it said on 
the form that her whereabouts were unknown. Our 
investigator found that she was on a four year -------- ---s-r.horarship and Itvtn-g-with-h"er -fath-er-;---Th"e-Bo-ard- ----
d-irected the mother to either make a plan or surrender 
the child. DYFS was recommending long term foster 
care. 
Some of the cases described by the six Board respon-
dents who felt they had been helpful in obtaining 
appropriate services for youngsters in care are detailed 
below. 
We had one case where a nine year old girl was acting 
out in the foster home. We got DYFS to put her in 
therapy. 
We had a case where a middle aged male worker was not 
appropriate for a young black girl. DYFS agreed to 
change workers. 
We had a case where a sixteen year old could use voca-
tional training. We got DYFS to look into this. 
The two Board respondents who recalled cases where they 
felt review expedited a childls return home are quoted 
below. 
We had a case where DYFS took kids away from their 
grandmother because she was too old. I went out and 
met the woman. She was in her 60 l s but she got around 
as well as I did, so we recommended return to the 
grandmother. 
We had a case where a 28 year old mother had fulfilled 
her contract and had family supports. DYFS still had 
doubts because she hadnlt raised her other children. I 
pushed them to get the child home. 
DYFS Liaisons l Descriptions of Cases Illustrating The 
Positive Effects of Review. Of the 12 liaisons who 
described a case where they felt that review had a positive 
effect, five cited situations where adoption was expedited, 
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four mentioned cases where children were returned horne and 
the remaining three recalled cases where workers used review 
to help "para" foster parents (foster parents who had cared 
for the child prior to receiving financial support) clarify 
their interest in planning for the child. Some of their 
responses are quoted below. 
We had a nine year old who'd been in care for two 
years. The mother had sporadic involvement between 
hospitalizations. She came to a Board review and said 
she wanted her child. The Board recommended weekend 
visits where she picked up the child at school on 
Friday afternoon and returned him there Monday morning. 
On some visits, the mother took him to a motel in 
Atlantic City because she had no home and she took the 
kid to pool halls and bars. We probably would have 
started weekly visits, but the Board pushed us in that 
direction. Now we have grounds for a termination, 
because the worker can document that the mother can't 
care for him. I think review did a lot of good in this 
case, because the Board brought the case to a head, and 
now we have grounds for termination. 
The Board used their influence to get one mother 
housing, so we were able to send him home. They were 
really helpful in this case. 
We try to use review positively with para foster 
parents who are afraid of review, because the Board 
will want to terminate parental rights and have the 
kids adopted. We had one case where the Board brought 
in the natural father and the paras, and the father 
took the kids back. 
Respondents' Assessments of The Disadvantages of Child 
Placement Review 
Of the 36 Board respondents, 22 felt there were no 
disadvantages to child placement review, while 24 of the 26 
DYFS liaisons identified at least one disadvantage. Their 
assessments of the disadvantages of child placement review 
are detailed below. 
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Board Members' Assessment of The Disadvantages of 
Child Placement Review. Of the 14 Board respondents who 
identified a disadvantage, six thought that may have been 
overly burdened by the requirements imposed by outside 
review; four cited a lack of judicial support; three felt 
that the Boards' authority was too limited and one felt 
review was upsetting to parents. Some of their responses 
are quoted below. 
Well I can't think of any disadvantages on our part. 
But I suppose DYFS would see some disadvantages, 
because now they've got someone checking on them. 
The only thing that could be a disadvantage is if the 
Board and DYFS got into a power struggle. The Review 
Board is only as strong as the judge; and our judge 
isn't too supportive. That's our biggest problem. 
If the parents move to another county, the Board loses 
jurisdiction. For example, in one case where we recom-
mended adoption because the kids have been in and out 
of care, the mother took the daughter and the father 
took the son. Now the boy is back in care because he 
was abused, but he's living in another county. The 
other Board does not have all the previous information. 
There's a lack of balance in the information. DYFS 
feels they can be selective in presenting information, 
so they can make a case for their plan. It's like how 
an Executive Director can run a Board of Directors. We 
need to have information from other sources. 
We need subpoena power so we can get parents to come 
in. 
DYFS Liaisons' Assessments of The Disadvantages of 
Child Placement Review. Of the 24 liaisons who identified 
at least one disadvantage of review, nine mentioned the time 
required to complete forms; and five stated that the fact 
that the Board members were lay persons was the primary 
disadvantage. Three other liaisons felt that outside review 
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was redundant of the Division's internal efforts to promote 
permanence planning; two felt that the time frame for the 
initial Report of Placement was too shortJ two felt review 
had the potential for creating a power struggle between the 
Boards and DYFS; one felt that review had the potential for 
delaying children's return home; and tne remaining liaison 
described how the Board had obstructed their work with 
parents. 
Since the problems of the time needed to complete 
reports to the Board, of untrained reviewers and of possible 
redundancy of external and internal review have been dis-
cussed in Chapter VI, this section will consider the other 
disadvantages cited by DYFS liaisons. 
According to the enabling legislation, workers must 
submit a plan to the Board within 45 days of the child's 
entry into care. This plan must identify a long term goal, 
treatment plan and obstacles to implementing the plan. In 
the experience of two liaisons, it was difficult for workers 
to develop a plan within 45 days and they favored extending 
that time frame. Neither liaison suggested a more realistic 
time frame, but both emphasized that workers could not pro-
vide the detailed information required on the 45 day form. 
The four remaining DYFS liaisons' assessments are 
quoted below. 
Review can get sticky if the Board disagrees with us. 
So far we've avoided a power struggle but it could 
happen. 
194 
The biggest problem? The Board wants to do our job. 
That can be very difficult. 
Well, if we wanted to send a kid home, it could be 
delayed because we'd have to wait for the Board. 
Review makes clients sees shadows of hope where there 
are none. So if the court says it's ok you don't need 
to go to counseling, parents don't think they have to 
go. But they do, because we're the ones who have 
responsibility for the child and if we say they have to 
go to counseling, then they have to. 
Summary 
All 36 Board respondents and all but four of the 26 
DYFS liaisons (that is the 22 District Office liaisons and 
four from the Adoption Resource Centers) felt there was some 
advantage to child placement review. Most respondents felt 
that requiring DYFS to document all case plans to an outside 
body forced workers to give more careful attention to per-
manence planning. Nineteen Board respondents and five DYFS 
respondents described cases where adoption was planned to 
indicate how review benefited particular children, and 
others recalled cases where children were returned home more 
expeditiously or received additional services while in care 
to illustrate how external review benefited an individual 
child. 
Most respondents to this study, therefore, confirmed 
the existence of a "sentinel effect" described in Chapter 
II. That is, external review bodies can serve the purpose 
of stimulating internal improvements. The possible advan-
tages of this influence of Child Placement Review Boards 
will be discussed further in Chapter XII. 
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Most respondents to this study also identified a disad-
vantage of child placement review. Some Board respondents 
recognized that DYFS had increased demands placed upon themJ 
and many DYFS liaisons stated that the time spent in 
fulfilling reporting requirements to the Board was the major 
disadvantage. A few other respondents stated that child 
placement review had the potential for creating a power 
struggle between the Boards and DYFS. 
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CHAPTER XII 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Semi-structured telephone interviews with members of 36 
of New Jersey1s Child placement Review Boards and 26 persons 
from the Division of Youth and Family Services (DYFS) indi-
cated that the Boards varied greatly in the way in which 
they conducted external review. Considerable differences 
were observed in the degree to which Boards exercised their 
authority to make independent assessments of foster care 
cases and in the degree to which the state1s 21 counties I 
Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court supported the Boards. 
(Seven of the larger counties had more than one Board.) 
Important insight about the manner in which Child 
Placement Review Boards exercised their independent role was 
in the frequency with which they reviewed particular cases. 
According to the enabling legislation, Boards must review 
cases within 45 days of a child1s entry into care and then 
"at least annually."l This provision of the law enabled the 
Boards to use a procedure commonly known as lire-review, II or 
"relist." In instances where Boards agreed with DYFS 
1 Laws of the State of New Jersey for the Second Annual 
Session, 1977, Chapter 427, 30-4C 58. 
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planning goals, but wanted to closely monitor case progress, 
Boards scheduled the case for a subsequent review, usually 
three to six months later. The most frequent reasons for 
rescheduling reviews were to assess parents' progress 
towards fulfilling contractual obligations and to verify 
that cases were referred to the Adoption Resource Centers 
(ARC1s). 
Of the 25 Board respondents who were able to estimate 
the percentage of cases scheduled for re-review, three Board 
Chairpersons stated that they re-reviewed at least 90 per-
cent of the cases whereas two other respondents stated that 
no more than 5 percent of the cases were re-reviewed. On 
the average, 31 percent of the cases were re-reviewed more 
than once a year. 
As discussed in an earlier chapter, the implicit 
message of re-review is that the citizen Boards cannot rely 
on the social work professionals to follow through on such 
important tasks as working with parents or processing cases 
for adoption. Rather, Boards felt that it was necessary to 
act as a persistent overseer of DYFS in order to be effec-
tive advocates for children. 
The practice of re-review, then, served to put DYFS on 
notice that another party was taking careful scrutiny of 
these cases and probably did more to demonstrate the Boards I 
independent role than formal disagreements with DYFS. (The 
law provided that DYFS may request a summary hearing before 
the judge if they disagreed with the Board1s recommendation.) 
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Study findings indicated that formal disagreements with DYFS 
plans were relatively infrequent, presumably because most 
children were in the only care arrangement possible. Re-
review, on the other hand, recognized the impracticability 
of taking immediate action (as for example, termination of 
parental rights when the parent had not had sufficient 
opportunity to plan for the child) but held DYFS accountable 
for taking timely action to ensure permanence for children. 
The study reported here was not able to determine 
whether children1s average length of stay in care was signi-
ficantly reduced in counties where Boards re-reviewed most 
cases. Similarily, it was not possible to assess whether 
re-review was associated with the procurement of appropriate 
ancillary services for children and families. 
Despite their limitations in the study design,             is 
some basis for concluding that the practice of re-review 
strengthened permanence planning efforts. Fifteen of the 36 
Board members and five of the 26 DYFS respondents described 
instances where having to report back to the Board within 
three to six months forced DYFS to make persistent efforts 
tow ork with parents so that the case could come to closure. 
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That is, having to report back to the Boards, prompted DYFS 
to make additional efforts to work with parents. The intent 
of these agressive efforts was that the parent could resume 
care1 if reunification was not possible, it was likely that 
there would be sufficient grounds to terminate parental 
rights and have the child adopted. 
In hindsight (which always has the benefit of 20-20 
vision), this investigator would like to have asked all 
study respondents to describe a case which the Board sche-
duled for re-review before the next mandated annual one. 
Such descriptions might have yielded further insight into 
how external review bodies can serve as a catalyst for 
improving case management of foster care services. 
Another way Boards demonstrated their authority was to 
insist on having DYFS personnel present at all reviews in 
order to respond to questions rasied by the caseworkers' 
written reports. In seven counties, Boards were able to 
have regular input from workers1 in six counties the DYFS 
liaison responsible for handling review business regularly 
attended all review meetings1 and in the remaining eight 
counties, DYFS was present less than 10 percent of the time. 
Here again, study findings were not able to produce any 
hard evidence that the presence of a DYFS person at review 
meetings was associated with more timely case planning. 
Nevertheless, this investigator was left with the clear 
impression that in the 13 counties where a DYFS person regu-
larly attended review meetings, case workers and supervisors 
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were more serious about ensuring that children had realistic 
plans. In two of these county DYFS offices, all cases were 
subject to careful scrutiny by a supervisor not directly 
--involved with the case. -. These two offices,' ·t-hen-,-had-deve---- ----
loped a form of administrative case review. Of the 
remaining 11 county offices, nine had developed procedures 
whereby all or most of the plans were carefully scrutinized 
before transmittal to the Board. Moreover, the supervisors 
who read these reports were not adverse to returning reports 
which needed further clarification or work in order to 
justify the case plan. In these 11 counties (as well as the 
two counties with administrative review) it seems reasonable 
to assume that workers felt the impact of review, since they 
were put on notice that only well documented case plans were 
acceptable. 
In contrast, in seven of eight counties where a DYFS 
person did not attend review meetings, no person from out-
side the caseworkers' unit assumed the responsibility for 
scrutinizing case plans. In these seven county offices, 
then, it appeared that casework practice was generally unaf-
fected by external review. 
A third way in which Boards differed was in the degree 
of support they received from the Juvenile and Domestic 
Relations (JDR) Court Assignment Judge. According to the 
enabling legislation, Child Placement Review Boards were 
placed under the auspices of this court whose judges had the 
authority to make the final determination of the child's 
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plan after considering the Board's recommendation. In addi-
tion, the JDR Judge was responsible for ensuring that the 
Boards had "adequate" staff. 
Study findings indicated that four Board respondents 
had regular contact (usually bimonthly) with their judge to 
discuss their experiences and to obtain his support when 
problems arose. Seventeen Board respondents felt that their 
judge was accessible, although they had no regular meeting 
time. In contrast, the remaining 15 Board respondents had 
never met their judge and most felt that he was uninterested 
in their \lork. For example, in one county, Boards did not 
receive feedback from the judge about how he disposed of 
their                                       and in another county, the judge did 
not encourage the Board to press DYFS on cases when they 
felt DYFS was remiss in planning. 
There was a relationship between Board members' 
"accessibility to the judge and smooth operations of the 
Child placement Review Board(s). In two counties, there had 
been disruptions (defined as not meeting for at least six 
months) and in both of these counties, the Board respondents 
had not met their judge. Sirnilarily, another Board whose 
judge had refused meet with them even after they requested 
him to clarify their role, disbanded shortly after data 
collection for the study reported here. Moreover, in two 
other counties where Board respondents mentioned that they 
had difficulty obtaining a quorum, respondents stated that 
they felt their judge was unsupportive of review. For 
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example, the Board respondent from one county felt rebuffed 
because the judge had overturned several of their 
recommendations; in the other county, two Board respondents 
expressed disappointment that the judge did not inform them 
of how he disposed of their recommendations. 
With regards to staffing of Child Placement Review 
Boards, all but four counties had a professional person who 
served as Coordinator7 and the remaining four had the ser-
vices of a secretary (usually the judge's secretary). These 
persons took minutes of Board meetings and ensured that 
Board recommendations were sent to the judge. In addition, 
the professional Coordinators regularly contacted DYFS to 
obtain supplementary information and 11 Coordinators also 
contacted parents, foster children and foster parents 
(usually by telephone) to encourage their attendance and/or 
to obtain their views about the case. In one of these coun-
ties, the Board Coordinator, who was a Probation Officer, 
had located many parents who had lost contact with DYFS. 
In four counties, including one where a Board member 
reluctantly agreed to type the Board's recommendations to 
the judge, Board respondents felt that there was inadequate 
staff support. 
Study findings also revealed that just as the Child 
Placement Review Boards varied in the way they functioned, 
so did the 22 DYFS District Offices. (One large county had 
two District Offices.) As mentioned above, two District 
Offices had a formal in-house procedure for preparing cases 
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for external review and it appeared that these District 
Offices had made a conscientious effort to use external 
review to reinforce their own efforts to ensure permanence 
for children in foster care. In ten other District Offices, 
the liaison carefully scrutinized all or some cases (usually 
those under her direct supervision) but the District Office 
had not standardized procedures for handling child placement 
review. In these offices, it appeared that most workers 
were put on notice that case plans required adequate docu-
mentation for review. In the remaining District Offices, 
there was not a standardized procedure for preparing reports 
to the Boards; and the liaison was minimally involved with 
review matters. 
It may also be worth noting that only two District 
Offices had permitted workers' reports to the Boards to 
replace internal reporting requirements. Another five DYFS 
respondents felt it was possible for these reports to 
replace some in-house dictation, but their District Offices 
had not approved this dual use of Board reports. 
Staff attitudes towards review were not associated with 
office size or the procedures developed for review. The 
staff's attitudes were, however, associated with the rela-
tionships the office had with the local Boards. District 
Offices which had been at loggerheads with Child Placement 
Review Boards about sharing information and/or case planning 
issues were more likely to be opposed to review than staff 
whose offices had a positive relationship with their Boards. 
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This descriptive study attempted to consider the impact 
of revi_e_w by eliciting study respondents I assessments of the 
advantages and disadvantages of review. All 36 Board 
respondents and 22 of the 26 DYFS liaisons (that is the 22 
District Office liaisons and four adoption liaisons) felt 
there was some advantage to review. Most of these persons 
felt that the primary advantage was that DYFS gave more 
careful attention to case planning because they knew they 
would have to report to an outside body. In addition, 31 
Board respondents and 12 DYFS liaisons recalled cases where 
review had a positive effect. Twenty-four respondents cited 
a case where adoption was expedited; and most of the others 
recalled cases \ihere children received additional services 
such as psychotherapy or vocational training. A few respon-
dents recalled cases where children were returned home more 
expedi tiously. 
In terms of the disadvantages of child placement 
review, 14 Board respondents and 24 DYFS liaisons identified 
at least one disadvantage. Most Board respondents felt 
external review had the potential for creating a power 
strug<;jle between DYFS and the Boards. DYFS liaisons, on the 
other hand, most frequently mentioned that time spent on 
review business could have been better spent in direct ser-
vice to clients or that it was inappropriate to have 
untrained persons review DYFS planning goals. 
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Implications of StUdy Findings 
While one might expect that Board members would give a 
positive appraissal of external review, the fact that 22 of 
the 26 DYFS liaisons concurred that there were advantages to 
external review suggests that outside monitoring has merit. 
Like Board members, the majority of DYFS respondents stated 
that having to report to an outside body forced staff to 
give more careful attention to permanence planning. Repeat-
edly, DYFS respondents mentioned that "review keeps us on 
our toes." 
Admittedly both Board and DYFS respondents' comments 
are "soft" in nature and this study finding hardly constitu-
tes "hard" evidence which could only have been obtained from 
an experimental study. On the other hand, what better indi-
cation of the strengths of external review can be offered 
than to have those being monitored attest to its value? 
The alleged benefit of external foster care case review 
has similarities with the rationale for "checks and 
balances" in American government. According to checks and 
balances                 no one body should have absolute power lest 
a small minority impose its will on the majority. Thus, our 
founding fathers developed an elaborate system whereby the 
administration of government was separated into legislative, 
executive and judicial functions and each branch could 
impose limitations on the others. 
The value of special precautions to ensure that govern-
ment would remain responsive to the needs of the citizenry 
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was of particular concern to Alexander Hamilton who wrote in 
The Federalist Papers 
If men were angels, no government would be necessary. 
----- ----I-f angels were-togovern--men, neit-her-exte-rna±--nor'----
internal controls on government would be necessary. 
In framing a government which is to be administered 
by men over men, the great difficulty lies in this: 
you must first enable the government to control the 
                        and in the next place oblige it to control 
itself. A dependence on the people is, no doubt, the 
primary control on the                         but experience has 
taught mankind the necessity of                     precautions. l • 
Relating Hamilton's observations to public administra-
tion of foster care services, one could argue that society 
must first enable government agencies to provide necessary 
services and then hold them accountable. While all govern-
ment agencies are ultimately responsible to the electorate, 
experience indicates that additional measures, such as 
external review, have been beneficial in ensuring 
accountability. 
with regard to government's involvement in foster 
care, it is first necessary to provide the designated 
authority (that is, the state child welfare agency) with 
sufficient resources such as adequate staff and the ability 
to offer concrete services. In addition, the designated 
authority must have the sanction of law to do its job. For 
example, the state must enable a child welfare agency to 
terminate parental rights when necessary. 
1 Alexander Hamilton, James Madison and John Jay, The 
Federalist No. 10, (ed by Benjamin Fletcher Wright, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts: The Belknap Press of Harvard 
University, 1961) p. 356. 
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Providing sufficient resources, however, is no guaran-
tee that the child welfare agency will do its job of making 
permanent plans for youngsters in care. Experience has 
shown that accountability is strengthened when external 
review mechanisms are established. In the study reported 
here, almost all of those subject to external review con-
firmed that it encouraged them to give additional efforts to 
make permanent plans for youngsters on their caseloads. 
DYFS respondent's statements about the influence of 
independent monitoring indicated that New Jersey's system 
for child placement review had exerted a "sentinel effect". 
In brief, the "sentinel effect" is a stimulus to those under 
scrutiny to strengthen service delivery so that clashes with 
the monitoring agent can be avoided. As discussed earlier 
in Chapter II, students of other independent monitoring 
systems have observed this phenomena; so New Jersey's 
experience with foster care case review is consistent with 
other's observations. 
In describing how they had used review to stimulate 
permanence planning, five DYFS respondents' comments 
indicated how the "sentinel effect" operated within their 
offices. In two District Offices, there was evidence that 
review had affected the way permanence planning was handled, 
because all cases received intensive scrutiny before trans-
mittal to the Child placement Review Boards. In three other 
District Offices, individual supervisors took appropriate 
action when cases to be reviewed by the Boards lacked 
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clearly stated objectives and/or time frames. 
Another advantage to external review was mentioned by 
nine DYFS respondents who described how workers used review 
.- - -- ----- - .- -- ----- _. --
to reinforce their work with clients. Eight DYFS respon-
dents stated that some workers had referred to external 
review to impress upon parents the importance of timely 
planning for their youngster(s) in care, and another recalled 
that a worker had referred to external review to emphasize 
to a foster parent the benefit of adopting her foster child. 
Although only one Board resondent heatily endorsed this 
practice, the DYFS liaisons recalled these instances to 
illustrate a potential benefit of external review. 
While most professionals who work within a bureaucratic 
organization resent having to comply with government 
mandates, there are situations where such regulations are 
consonant with professional values. For example, the 
welfare rights movement encouraged workers to become 
thoroughly familiar with public assistance regulations, so 
that their clients could receive their full entitlements. l 
Since child welfare workers must function within a 
burearcratic structure with its myraid rules and regula-
tions, it is important for them to consider what regulations 
can be used to promote casework goals. 2 
1 Frances Fox Piven and Richard A. Cloward, Regulating the 
Poor, (New York:Randon House, 1971). 
2 Brenda G. McGowan, "Strategies for Bureaucracies," 
(Working for Children, ed. by Judith S. Mearig, 
San Francicso: Jossey-Bass, 1978) pp. 155-178. 
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Referring to external review to reinforce their work 
with parents, foster children and foster parents is an 
example of how child welfare workers can use a state mandate 
to reinforce the work of making permanent plans for children 
in placement. Experience in Alemeda (California) indicates 
that many parents can make timely plans when they know what 
is at stake,l DYFS may want to encourage workers to 
interpret external review in this way. 
Although study findings demonstrate that there are 
benefits to external review, the experience of study respon-
dents also indicated that New Jersey's system is not without 
its problems. The most serious barrier appeared to be lack 
of judicial support, which was manifested in lack of com-
munication between local Child Placement Review Boards and 
the judge and lack of adequate staff support. 
A recent evaluation of four states' experience with 
citizen review boards concluded that placing citizen panels 
under court auspices provides for a more effective moni-
toring of foster care cases, because the "Courts have a well 
defined and final authority for children."2 This descrip-
tive study of New Jersey's experience, however, indicates 
1 Theodore J. Stein, Eileen D. Cambrill and Kermit T. 
Wiltse, Children in Foster Homes. New York, New York: 
Praeger Publishers, 1978. 
2 Jon R. Conte, Shirley M. Buttrick, Gaylord Gieske, 
A Qualitative Evaluation of Citizen's Review Boards in 
Four States. (Mimeo) Center for Social policy Research, 
univers1ty of Illinois at Chicago Circle and League of 
Women voters of Illinois. January 1981. 
210 
that integrating review boards into the jUdicial system is 
no guarantee that they will have a consistently strong 
impact on permanence planning. Study                                          ... - - - -
that one-third of the 36 Board respondents felt that. their 
judge was not supportive of their efforts. In one county, 
the judge refused to meet with the Board who wanted him to 
clarify the extent to which they could press DYFS to take 
timely action on cases. In another county, the judge did 
not inform the Boards how he disposed of cases and in two 
counties, there had been a six month period during which the 
judge had not signed the Board's recommendations. 
On the other hand, study findings also indicated that 
several judges were most supportive of review. For example, 
one judge agreed to subpoena DYFS to transmit cases to the 
Board if the District Office failed to do so during their 
conversion to an MIS system. Another judge secured county 
funding for a full complement of staff to the Board and two 
otherjudges assigned some of their senior personnel to staff 
Child Placement Review Boards. 
While there may be value to placing citizen review 
boards under the auspices of the court, what is also needed 
is a central administration. Perhaps the lack of funding 
for such staff support in the enabling legislation reflects 
a presumption on the part of the legislature that volunteer 
efforts do not require administrative back up. Such an 
assumption fails to recognize that citizen review of foster 
care cases is work. Child Placement Review Boards are not 
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cliques of well meaning citizens who meet informally to talk 
about foster care. Rather, Child Placement Review Boards 
have been assigned the serious business of assessing case 
plans for children in an effort to stimulate appropriate 
action by an allegedly sluggish system. Theirs is a task 
which requires a structure to ensure that all cases are 
reviewed within mandated time frames, that interested par-
ties are notified and that DYFS supplies the necessary 
information. Thus the Boards need not only a regular 
meeting time and place but they also need someone to ensure 
that the agenda can be carried out and that correspondence 
and other follow up contacts are handled between meetings. 
Without such administrative backup, citizen review boards 
are seriously hampered in the ability to fulfill their 
responsibilities. 
·It may be worth noting that both South Carolina and 
Arizona, two states which are generally recognized as having 
strong systems of citizen review, have a centralized (state-
wide) system to provide administrative support to Boards. 
In both states, a professional staff person attends all 
meetings and handles follow up work outside of the review 
meetings. l In addition, the central office provides regular 
training to all Board members who are expected to partici-
pate in training. 
The importance of additional training was recognized by 
1 Ibid. 
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several Child Placement Review Board members who responded 
to the study reported here. Areas of special interest 
included requirements for adoption subsidy, the appropriate-
ness of long term foster care, and the use of residential 
schools for troubled younsters. 
With regard to training for Board members, this 
investigator felt that many Board respondents had a limited 
perspective about their need for additional knowledge about 
child welfare practice. 
In the two one day training sessions which this invest-
igator attended, much emphasis was placed on the advantages 
of adoption and much discussion ensued about what consti-
tuted sufficient grounds for termination of parental rights. 
Moreover, a few Board respondents to this study were quite 
knowledgeable about the "best interest" theory espoused by 
Solnit and Freud1l but none were aware that this viewpoint 
has been challenged by some child welfare experts. 2 
Rather, it appeared that several Board members interpreted 
the "best interests" principle as justification for ter-
mination of parental rights. 
1 Joseph Goldstein, Anna Freud and Albert J. Solnit. 
Beyond the Best Interests of the Child, (New York Free 
Press, 1973). 
2 Shirley Jenkins, review of Beyond the Best Interests of 
the Child and Before the Best Interests of the Child by 
Goldstein, Solnit and Freud, 1n Social Casework Vol. 62, 
No. 5 (May 1981) pp. 316 and 317, and Alfred Kadushin 
"Myths and Dilemmas in Child Welfare," Child Welfare LVI, 
3 (1977) pp. 324-362. See also Judith S. Wallerstein and 
Joan Beslin Kelly, Surviving the Breakup (New york: Basic 
Books, 1980), P.3l6. 
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Recommendations for further Research 
It is generally recognized that research begets more 
research and the study reported here is no                      
Another factor influencing the following recommendations for 
further study is that available resources limited what could 
be analyzed about the phenomenon of external foster care 
case review. For these reasons, then, this investigator 
urges that additional work be undertaken to consider issues 
which this study could not address. 
1. An indepth comparison of the long term benefits of 
the various types of external review should be undertaken. 
As discussed in the above section, the central finding 
from this study indcates clear advantages for having mandated 
external review of foster care cases. The primary advantage 
of external review is that it can serve as a catalyst to 
stimulate child welfare workers to take additional efforts 
to make permanent plans for youngsters in placement. 
Another advantage is that review can facilitate the net-
working of child advocates who can press for needed change. 
The advantages of external review documented here are 
consistent not only with another study of New Jersey's 
system for child placement review1 but with evaluations of 
1 Ed Leefeldt, In Search of the Paper Children, (Princeton, 
New Jersey: 1982). 
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other state's experience with independent foster care review 
systems. l 
This consistency in observing external review's 
"sentinel effect," however, obscures an important question, 
for there has been no systematic study comparing the 
strengths and weaknesses of the various types of external 
foster care review. 
During the last decade, three types of external foster 
care case review have emerged: 1) judical                 2) court 
administered review, and 3) review by citizen panels unaf-
filiated with the court. It is generally recognized that a 
primary advantage to judicial review is its ability to exert 
the most influence on caseworkers and parents, because the 
courts have both stature in the community and a long tradi-
tion of involvement in foster care. Another frequently men-
tioned advantage is that the courts have subpoena power, so 
they can compel agency workers and/or other interested par-
ties (namely parents) to appear. At the same time, however, 
it is also recognized that judicial review is costly and 
that judges may not have sufficient time to adequately scru-
tinize cases. One consequence of placing reponsibility for 
external review with an overburde,led jud iciary is that this 
type of external review is usually conducted annually or 
less frequently. In the opinon of some, a year's interval 
1 Conte op cit., and Trudy Bradley Festinger, "The New York 
Review of Children in Foster Care, "Child Welfare, LIV, 4 
(April 1975) pp. 211-244. 
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Errata: Page 216, 217, 218 do not exist. 
undermines the effectiveness of external review because many 
children become entrapped in foster care soon after being 
removed from their families. 1 
Another consequence of holding the judiciary respon-
sible for external foster care case review is that these 
reviews are often perfunctory. For example, one observer 
has noted that many judges spend less than five minutes on 
each case. 2 
For some, court administered review strikes a balance 
between the advantages and disadvantages of judicial review. 
In several jurisdictions throughout the country, a single 
court appointed volunteer conducts an independent review of 
foster care cases, whereas in at least two states (Arizona 
and New Jersey), citizen panels appointed by the court have 
responsibility for overseeing case planning. Either' 
arrangement for court administered review has the advantage 
of being less costly than full scale judicial review. 
Moreover, it is generally agreed that volunteer citizens can 
spend more time assessing cases than judges. Furthermore, 
1 Conte, op Citi Barbara Chappell and Barbara Hevener 
"periodic Review of Children in Foster Care: Mechanisms 
for Review," (Newark, New Jersey: Child Service 
Association, March 1977)i and John J. Musewicz" The 
failure of Foster Care: Federal Statutory Reform: and the 
child's Right to permanence," Southern California Law 
Review, 54:4, (May 1981), pp. 633-766. 
2                   S. Uald, "State Intervention on Behalf of 
"Neglected Children: Standards for Removal of children 
from their Homes, Honitoring the Status of children in 
Foster Care, and Termination of Parental Rights", 
Stanford Law Review, 28:4, (April 1976) 
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all interested parties have ready access to the court if it 
becomes necessary to resolve disagreements at this level. l 
Another advantage of having volunteer reviewers is the 
potential for networking in order to press for needed change: 
in fact, some states (including New Jersey and Tennessee) 
require that citizen review boards become actively involved 
in formulating state policy.2 
In addition, some proponents of citizen board review 
argue that the informality of the procedure is advantageous, 
because intersted parties are often more comfortable 
discussing case planning with citizens as opposed to a for-
mal court proceeding. 3 The informality of citizen reviewers 
is seen as a key advantage by the British who have established 
lay tribunals to hear grievances from recipients of public 
welfare4 as well as from employees who contend that they 
were treated unfairly by their employers. 5 
The third arrangement for external foster care case 
review is the establishment of citizen panels under the 
auspices of an independent body. Proponents of this from of 
1 Chappel and Hevener, op cit. and Musewicz op cit. 
2 Musewicz, op cit p 702, footnote 272 • 
... 
    Corinne Driver, Hon. B. Thomas Leahy, Bernice Manshel and 
Janet Hoyer, Child placement Review Manual, Trenton, New 
Jersey: Supreme Court of Ne\'1 Jersey, November 25, 1980 
4 Melvin Herman. The Administrative Justice and 
Supplementary Benefits, London: J. Bell and Sons, 1972 
5 New York Times, May 11, 1982 P. 01. 
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review maintain that this arrangement has the same advan-
tages as court administered review; at the same time, they 
--- ---£eel -it is prefer"abl-e---to--be--independ"ent--o-f-any--agency or 
court so that they can have a disinterested point of view 
about what constitutes the best interests of the child. l 
At least one critic of independently functioning citi-
zen review panels, however, is skeptical of using 
volunteers, contending that 1) it is dubious whether a suf-
ficient number of qualifieG volunteers can be recruited to 
carry out an effective review process; 2) the possible loss 
of "psychological deference" to judicial action: may thwart 
reinforcement of review boards i                                   and 3) 
there is question             the advisability of creating another 
bureaucracy when the courts already have an established role 
in foster care. 2 
Unitl now, it would have been difficult, if not 
impossible, to conduct a systematic study comparing the long 
term benefits of the various forms of external review, 
because most states' systems have recently been implemented. 
The timeliness of such a study, however, may be imminent, 
since many states have had (or soon will have) several years" 
experience with external review. 
A study of the long term effects of external review 
1 Chappell and Hevener, op cit, pp 9-10. 
2 Musewicz op cit, P. 705. 
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would need to consider the extent to which the review pro-
cess has been sustained over time. For example, it would be 
important to ascertain whether all appropriate cases were 
reviewed in a               manner; whether those charged with 
responsibility for review were of sufficient number and had 
adequate training to carry out the task; and how the agency 
under scrutiny has reacted to external review over time. In 
addition, such a study 'ilould need to consider such outcome 
measures as whether children'S length of stay in care was 
significantly reduced and whether more "specific needs" 
youngsters had premanent plans made for them. 
2. The long term benefits of external vs internal 
foster care case review should also be weighed. 
As their names imply, external review refers to 
arrangements whereby responsibility for case monitoring is 
placed outside of the foster care system, whereas internal 
review (also referred to as administrative review) is con-
ducted within the foster care agency. Unli.ke the tradi-
tional caseworker - supervisor scrutiny of cases, internal 
review systems usually include an agency person not directly 
involved in service delivery. Although most proponents of 
external review regard internal review as insufficient, this 
investigator would caution against such dismissal of inter-
nal revie\j's potential effectiveness for two reasons. 
Both Kentucky's and Minnesota's experience \-lith internal 
case review clearly suggsts that the alledged benefits of 
external review can be accomplished through internal review. 
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since 1973, Kentucky has mandated semi-annual review once a 
child has been in care for six months. Chaired by an admi-
nistrative supervisor, natural parents, caseworker and team 
leader are expected to discuss the treatment goals. 
According to internal studies of their administrative 
review system, one county's discharge rate increased by 33% 
within three months. In addition, there were 52% fewer 
referrals for foster care and 37% fewer placements, presu-
mably because greater emphasis was placed on providing pre-
ventive services. Since the number on which these percen-
tages were based are not reported, these statistics should 
probably be viewed with caution. l 
In 1976, Stearns County, Minnesota subjected all foster 
care cases to internal review within six weeks of the 
child's entry into care and then semi-annually. These 
reviews are attended by foster parents, the caseworker, 
supervisor and two admistrators. Early reports indicated 
that the quality of case planning and implementation of case 
goals had increased, primarily                 workers recognized 
that administrators had assigned a high priority to these 
cases. 2 
A second advantage of internal review which warrants 
attention is its low cost, since review personnel are 
1 Kentucky Department of Social Services, "An Agency Holds 
Itself Accountable: Kentucky's System of Internal Review, 
Kentucky: 1979. 
2 rvlinnesota Department of Public Welfare, "Foster Care," St. 
Paul: Summer 1979. 
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already employed by the foster care system. 
A central question in assessing the benefits of inter-
nal review is whether the necessary changes in the system of 
foster care service delivery system are more likely to be 
sustained over time when internal review rather than exter-
nal review is in operation. In other words, ''''hen "turf" 
considerations are moot, is there greater likelihood that 
substantive change can occur because the agency does not 
feel compelled to take a defensive posture? Here again, a 
comparison of the long term benefits of internal and exter-
nal review can only be undertaken after both arrangements 
have been operative for several years. 
Internal review has precedent with peer review systems 
which have operated within hospital settings after the 
federal government made this a requirement for funding in 
1972. The rationale for peer review is that profession per-
formance is most appropriately assessed by one's peers, who 
have the necessary understanding of their own norms, cri-
teria and standards. l This alledged benefit of peer review 
would, of course, apply to internal forster care cases as 
well. The study reported here, as well as another study of 
ci tizen review boards2 , indicated that some agency staff 
were critical of lay reviewers who imposed their own middle 
1 Claudia J. Coulton, Social \lork Quality Assurance progams: 
A Comparative Analisis. (Washington, D. C.: National 
Association of Socl.al Horkers, 1979.) 
2 Conte op cit. 
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class biases on clients. Presumably this would be less of a 
problem if reviews were conducted by social work colleagues. 
3. Other methods for ensuring accountability in foster 
care also need to be considered. 
To date, most child welfare advocates have supported 
case review for all children in foster care. Little atten-
tion has been given to considering whether other types of 
review would be as effective. For example, some have 
suggested that in the interests of costs, a sample of cases 
be subject to case review rather than the entire foster care 
caseload. 
At present, Delaware is conducting external foster care 
case review for a sample of cases. In Delaware, citizen 
boards review a sample of cases, and the court has the ulti-
mate authority to resolve disputed board recommendations. l 
In the opinion of this investigator, this approach to 
case review warrants further consideration and it would be 
appropriate to conduct a controlled study to compare the 
effectiveness of reviewing the entire case load or a sample 
of cases. 
Another approach to strengthening accountability in 
foster care is reliance on aggregate data to identify par-
ticular groups of children who are most vulnerable to 
becoming "entrapped" in foster care. After                              
are identified, a review body could exert pressure to see 
I Musewicz, op, cit. p 704 footnote 278. 
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that these youngsters' needs were addressed. This tact has 
been used in virginia where workers were 'cequired to submi t 
status reports on the 11,303 children in placement as of 
June 30, 1976. After administrators reviewed these status 
reports, special attention was directed towards the 1,887 
children who were freed but not yet adopted. For these 
children, addtional efforts to locate permanent homes were 
undertaken. Similarily, agency administrators took a spe-
cial look at some 200 youngsters in out-of-state placement, 
so that appropriate services could be developed for them 
within the state. l 
with the development of computerized management in for-
mation systems, such an approach to holding the foster care 
system accountable is more feasible. One advantage to this 
approach is that attention is directed towards remedying 
structural deficits in the foster care system. Unlike case 
review whose primary function is to verify that the most 
appropriate plan is being made for an individual child, 
focusing attention on classes of children at risk has the 
potentital for emedying a fundamental problem in foster 
care, namely, a dearth of services for "special needs" 
youngsters. 
Of course, case review and the approach described here 
1 Department of \'lelfare, Commonweal th of virginia. 
"Children in foster Care: Research Findings from Status 
Report and Foster Care Case Review," (Richmond, Virginia, 
January, 1977) 
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are not                   exclusive. This investigator presents the 
latter idea to child welfare advocates who are interested in 
ovrcoming some of the limitations of individual case review. 
As another analysis of external foster care case review has 
pointed outl , this quality control mechanism is no panacea. 
A major limitation is that it cannot develop services 
necessary to avert foster placement or to enable youngsters 
to leave care. To accomplish these objectives, other kinds 
of advocacy are needed. 
It has been suggested that the first revolution in 
child welfare occurred during the first half of this century 
with the development of foster boarding homes as an alter-
native to institutional care. Currently, we are in the 
midst of the second revolution which is manifested in the 
commitment to permanence planning. To the extent that for--
malized case review can strengthen permanence efforts, it 
should be encouraged. At the same time, however, child advo-
cates would be well advised t!J develop case review systems 
which have demonstrated long term effectiveness in stimu-
lating permanence planning, lest the "cure" become worse 
than the allegedly sluggish system it was designed to 
correct. 
1 Jan Park Cutler and John W. Bateman, "Foster Care Review: 
Can It Make a Difference?" Public Welfare, vol. 39, no.4 
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CHILD PLACEMENT REVIEW ACT 
30:4C-SO. Short title 
This act shall be known and may be cited as the "Child Place-
ment Review Act." 
30:4C-Sl. Legislative declarations 
The Legislature declares that it is in the public                     to 
afford every child placed outside his home by the Divjsion of 
Youth and Family Services with the opportunity for eventual return 
to his home or placement in an alternative permanent home: that it 
is the obligation of the State to promote this end through effec-
tive planning and regular review of each child's placement: and 
that it is the purpose of this act to establish procedures for 
both administrative and judicial review of each child's placement 
in order to ensure that such placement serves the best interest 
of the child. 
30:4C-52. Definitions 
As used in this act, unless the context indicates otherwise: 
a. "Child" means any person less than 18 years of age: 
b. "Child placed outside his home" means a child under the 
care, custody or guardianship of the division who resides in a 
foster home, group home or.residential treatment facility operated 
by or approved for payment by the division: 
c. "County of supervision" means the county in which the div-
ision has established responsibility for supervision of the child; 
d. "Division" means the Division of Youth and Family Services 
in the Department of Human Services; 
e. "Temporary caretaker" means a foster parent as defined in 
section 1 of P.L.l962, c. 136 (C. 30:4C-26.4) or a director of 
a group home or residential treatment facility. 
30:4C-53. P.lacement of child outside home; notice: filing: form; 
contents; jurisdiction of court; notice of permanent 
placement 
Within 72 hours after the placement           child outside his homB 
pursuant to a voluntary agreement, the division shall file notice 
of such placement with the juvenile and domestic relations court 
in the child's county of supervision. Such notice shall be in 
the form of a complaint encaptioned "In the matter of , a 
minor" and shall include the date and type of placement and the 
reasons for such placement. Such filing shall establish a continu-
ing jurisdiction of t'he court over the placement of the child. 
              ..                               ..... -.. -.---- - -. 
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t· procedures shall provide for: 
, 
, 
a. Appropriate planning and regular review of each child's case 
by the division; 
b. Collection and analysis of data regarding the division's 
caseload to facilitate the continuing evaluation of         dLvi£ion's 
services, policies and procedures with regard to children placed 
outside their homes: and, 
c. Provision of such                       as may be required by the 
courts or the placement review boards. 
30:4C-57. Child placement review boards: members: qualifications: 
appointment: terms: vacancies: reimbursement of 
expenses: meetings 
The assi!nment judge in each county shall establish as an arm of 
each juvenile and domestic relations court one or more child place-
ment review boards. The number of review boards in each county 
shall not               the number of juvenile and domestic relations 
judges authorized for the county. Each board shall consist of five 
members to be appointed by the judge from among the residents of 
such county. Each member shall be a person who has either training, 
experience OT interest in issues concerning child placement or child 
development. Each board shall, to the maximum extent feasible, re-
present the various socioeconomic, racial and ethnic groups of the 
county in which it serves. The judge shall annually select one of 
the members of the board as chairperson. 
Members shall be appointed for           of 3 years, except that of 
those initially appointed, one shall be for a term of I year, two 
for terms of 2 years, and two for terms of 3 years. Members shall 
serve after the expiration of their terms until respective succes-
sors shall have been appointed. Vacancies shall be filled for the 
duration of the unexpired terms. Members' shall serve without com-
pensation but shall be reimbursed for such reasonable and necessary 
expenses incurred in the performance of their official duties. The 
governing body of the county in which the board serves may, at its 
discretion, provide for reimbursement to review board members for 
such additional and reasonable expenses as the governing body may 
determine. 
Each board shall meet at such times as it shall determine. Each 
juvenile and domestic relations court shall provide"' its board ""i th 
reasonable and necessary clerical support services." -" 
...........                   ••                                   - ...... --.. - ...... ", .. -. . . 
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30:4C-5B. Review to determine if best interests of             served 
by placement under voluntary agreement or             order; 
time of completion: periodic review 
Each board shall act on behalf of the juvenile and domestic rela-
.ti.Qns_c.our.t_in -r-eviewing . theca,se ,o·fevery· -ch'i-ld-p:la'ced' -out-si-d'e-h-i s 
home pursuant to a voluntary agreement to determine whether the 
best interests of the child are being served by such p\ocement. 
Such a review shall be initiated within 45 days follow_ng the initial 
placement and completed within 15 days thereafter. A                 review 
shall take place at least every 12 months thereafter. 
Each board shall also act on behalf of the juvenile and domestic 
relations court in reviewing the case of each child placed outside 
his home by the division in accordance with a court order pursuant 
to P.L.1974, c. 119, s. 34 (C. 9:6-8.54), P.L.1951, c. 138, s. 12 
(C. 30:4C-12), P.L.1973, c. 306, s. 21 (C. 2A:4-61) or P.L.1973, 
c. 306, s. 22 (C.2A:4-62). Such a review shall be initiated upon 
receipt by the board of the placement plan, which shall       submitted 
by the division within 45 days of the court order. The board's re-
view shall be completed within 15 days of receipt of the plan. A 
periodic re·;iew shall take place at least eVEr,:· 12 months thereafter. 
All such reviews shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, 
the consideration and evaluation of such matters as: 
a. The appropriateness of the goal and objectives of the 
placement plan; 
b. The appropriateness of the services provided to the child, 
the parents or legal guardian and the temporary caretaker; 
c. Whether the child has siblings who are also placed outside 
,of their home; 
d. Whether the wishes of the child were consicered regarding 
placement and development of the placement plan. when                          
e. Whether the division, the parents or legal guardian and        
temporary caretaker are fulfilling their respective responsibilities 
in accordance with the placement plan: 
f. Whether the parents or legal guardian have been afforded the 
opportunity and been encouraged to participate in a program of regular 
visitation with the child: 
g. Whether there are obstacles which hinder or prevent           attain-
ment of the placement plan objectives and goal; and - --
h. The circumstances surrounding the placement. 
In the case of a child in placement outside of his horne on the 
effective date of this act, the first review shall be completed as 
• oa.4 .. 4.<&51 Fa,' i SiC:::. r.' •• ,      .. _ •• r_._ .. __ . __ .                  
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soon as possible, but not later than 12 months                     such 
effective date. 
30:4C-59. Written notice of review; conduct of review 
Each board shall provide written notice of the date, time and 
place of each review at least 15 days in advance to the following, 
each of whom shall be entitled to submit information in writing 
to the board: 
a. The division; 
b. The child; 
c. The parents or legal guardian, and 
d. Any other person or agency whom the board determines has an 
interest in or information relating to the welfare of the child, 
which may include the temporary caretaker. 
The board shall conduct a review and make recommendations based 
upon the written materials; provided, however, that the board may 
afford any party or person an opportunity ro appear before it if 
the board feels that such an appearance will assist it in conducting 
its review or making its recommendations. 
30:4C-60. Written report; findings 
Within 10 days after the completion of such review, the board 
shall submit a written report to the juvenile and domestic relations 
court and the division. Such report shall offer one of the following 
findings, stating the specific reasons therefor: 
a. That return of the child to his parent or legal                  
is in the child's best interst; 
b. That continued placement outside of the home is in the child's 
best interest and that the placement plan is appropriate for the 
child's needs: 
c. That continued placement outside of the horne is in the child's 
best interest, but that the placement plan is not appropriate for the 
child's needs; 
d. That the initiation of proceedings for the termination       __ 
parental rights in order to free the child for adoption is in the 
child's best interest. 
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30: 4C-6L Court order concerning child's placement;                 of 
report; determination; hearing; notice 
-----a-.- --Upon review of the-ooard-'s                 the-ju-ven11e-and domestTc- ---
relations court shall issue an order concerning the ct.iJd's place-
ment which it deems will best serve the interests of         child. 
The court shall either: 
(1) Order the return of the child to his parents or 
legal guardian; 
(2) Order continued placement in accordance with the 
placement plan currently in effect; 
(3) Order continued placement in accordance with a new 
placement plan to be developed by the division and 
approved by the court; or 
(4) Order continued placement and recommend that .the 
division initiate proceedings to terminate parental 
ri9hts in order to free the child for adoption. 
b. In reviewing the report, the court may request that, where 
available, any written or oral information submitted to the 
board be provided to the court. The court shall           a determina-
tion based upon the report and any ether .information before it; 
provided, however, that if: 
(1) The court has before it conflicting statements of 
material fact which it cannot resolve without a 
hearing; or 
(2) A party entitled to participate in the proceedings 
requests a hearing; or 
(3) The court concludes that the interests of justice 
require that a hearing be heIdi 
the court may schedule a summary hearing. 
c. Notice of such hearing, including a statement of the dis-
positional alternatives of the court, shall be provided at least 
30 days in advance to the following parties, each of whom shall 
be entitled to participate in the proceeding: 
(1) The division; 
(2) The child; 
(3) The child's parents or legal guardian 
The court may also request additional information from any other 
persons or agencies which the court determines has an interest in 
or information relating to the welfare of the Child, which may 
include the temporary caretaker. 
30:4C-62. Child placement advisory council; members; 
responsibilities 
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There is hereby established a Child Placement Advisory Council 
to consist of one member from each of the child placement review 
boards to be selected annually by the chairman of each review 
board. The Administrative Office of the Courts shall provide the 
council with reasonable and necessary clerical support services. 
It shall be the responsibility of the council to: 
a. Advise the Supreme Court with respect to the issuance 
of rules governing the duties, responsibilities and practices 
of the review boards; 
b. Review the policies, practices and procedures of the div-
ision with respect to the placement of children; 
c. Monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of this act in 
promoting the welfare of children placed outside their home; 
d. Advise the Supreme Court with respect to the establishment 
of guidelines and procedures for the training of placement review 
board members; 
e. Advise the Supreme Court with respect to the establishment 
of reporting procedures to be followed by the review boards for 
the provision of data for the evaluation of this act. 
f. Make an annual report on the effectiveness of the imple-
mentation of this act to the Supreme Court, the Governor and the 
Legislature and such other reports as it may deem proper or as may 
be requested from time to time by the Supreme Court, the Governor 
or the Legislature. 
30:4C-63. Rules for conduct of review boards; promulgation by 
Supreme Court 
The Supreme Court, in consultation with the Child Placement 
Advisory Council, shall: issue such rules governing the duties, 
responsibilities and practices of the board as it deems necessary 
to effectuate the purposes of this act; establish guidelines and 
procedures for the training of placement review board members; 
and establish reporting procedures to be followed by the review 
boards for the provision of data for the evaluation of this act. 
30:4C-64. Joint legislative committee to monitor and evaluate 
act; report 
The Institutions, Health and Welfare committees of the Senate 
and General Assembly, or their respective successors, are constituted 
a joint committee for the purposes of monitoring and evaluating the 
effectiveness of the implementation of this act. 
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At least 3 months prior to the date of expiration of this act, 
the Joint Committee shall report to the Legislature as to whether 
this act shall _be                   '--_                     its                         or                            
form, or whether it shall be permitted to expire. 
30:4C-65. Severability 
If any provision of this act or the application thereof to any 
person or circumstance is held to be invalid, the remainder of 
the act and application of such provision to other persons or 
circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 
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                      GUIDE FOR MEl.,BERS OF CHILD PLACEMENT REVIE\t BOARDS 
1. Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the way Child 
____ . ___________ P.lac.eme.nt .Revi.e\-l is. _wo.r.king? - ---- ---- ---- ---- - -.-- -
A. Have you observed any changes in the review 
process? 
B. Have these changes been positive or negative? If 
negative, how can the disadvantages be overcome? 
2. There are always positives and negatives to everything. 
What do you see as the major advantage for having child 
placement review? 
3. In your experience, do you think that the review board 
has had a positive influence on particular cases? If 
YES, describe. 
4. \Jhat do you think is the major disadvanta';3e with child 
placement? Do you have any recommendations for over-
coming this disadvantage? 
5. Have there been any cases where you felt frustrated 
about what to do? Describe. 
6. How long have you served on a Child Placement Review 
Board? 
7. Do you find the work demanding? 
A. ASK IF NOT MENTIONED. Are you spending more time 
than you had originally anticipated? 
8. 
9. 
B. Are you finding that the cases are more complex 
than you had originally thought? 
Are you getting support from other Board members? 
A. ASK IF NOT MENTIONED. Are you finding that one 
two people do most of the work? 
B. Do members attend most (80% or more) meetings? 
Vlhat do you do when members are absent? 
or 
Has membership on the Board changed since review began? 
A. ASK IF CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED. How many melilbers 
have resigned? 
B. Why have they resigned? 
C. How were new members recruited? 
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10. Do you know why you were appointed? 
A. \ihat is your background? 
B. What is the background of other Board members? 
11. Does your Board have any staff? 
A. If YES, who are they? Is the staffing adequate? 
Has the staffing changed since review began? Does 
the agency relate primarily to Board staff or 
directly to the Board? Is this arrangement 
satisfactory? 
B. If NO, have you requested staff? Why or why not? 
If REQUESTED, why have you been unable to obtain 
staff? 
IF BOARD HAS INDEPENDENT INVESTIGATORS, ASK QUESTION 
12. 
12. Does your board receive any                         from indepen-
dent investigators? 
A. If YES, who are they? 
B. Are investigations done by telephone, home visits 
or both? If HOME VISITS, do DYFS workers ever 
accompany investigators? 
c. Are investigations generally done on all cases or 
on a selective basis? If SELECTIVE BASIS, what 
kinds of cases tend to have an independent 
investigation? 
D. How often have findings from home investigations 
been different from DYFS reports? If EVER, what 
was the nature of these differences? How were 
these situations resolved? 
13. DO you feel that your judge has been supportive of 
child placement review? 
A. How often do you meet with the judge? 
B. How often have you asked the judge to subpoena 
information? Why? How often have your requests 
been granted? What have you done when the request 
was denied? 
C. Will your judge hear a guardianship petition only 
if the Board has recommended adoption? 
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D. Does the judge review your recommendations on a 
timely basis? 
14. Now that you have served on a Review Board, are you 
optimistic about what citizens do to improve _child ______ _ welfare servTcesi-- .--
ASK IF NOT MENTIONED. 
A. Has your Board been able to influence the way DYFS 
handles cases? Describe. 
B. Have you noticed any changes in the way cases are 
handled since Review began? 
C. Has your Board undertaken any advocacy efforts? 
15. How would you                           your relationship with DYFS? 
A. On the whole, would you say that your district 
office is doing an above average, adequate, fair 
or poor job? 
16. How have the standard reporting form!'> ("pink Forms") 
affected review? 
A. Has this been positive or negative? If NEGATIVE, 
is there a way that tllese obstacles can be 
overcome? 
17. HOW have the guidelines for conducting review which are 
outlined in the manual affected your work? 
A. If YES, what are the advantages and disadvantages? 
How can the disadvantages be overcome? 
B. Do you think it is desirable to have a unifor!J 
review process or do you prefer that each local 
Board develop its own way of implementing review? 
18. Have you received any training about review? 
A. If YES, who provided training? What subjects were 
covered? \ihen was training given? How \'lOuld you 
assess training? 
II. PROCEDURES FOR REVIEH 
19. Could you tell me how you conduct a review meeting? 
ASK IF NOT COVERED. 
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A. When clients, DYFS or other interested parties 
appear at review meetings, are they sworn in? If 
YES, why did you decide to do this? How do you 
think people react to being sworn in? 
B. At Review meetings, do you call witnesses by their 
first name? 
C. Uhen witnesses appear at Review meetings, how do 
you introduce yourselves? Do you mention that the 
Board is volunteer? Do you tell witnesses that 
they may request a summary hearing? Do Board mem-
bers give their names? 
D. Do you meet with witnesses separately or all 
together? Hhy did you decide on this arrangement? 
E. Do you tape the proceedings of Review meetings? 
If YES, why did you decide to tape Review 
meetings? How do the taped proceedings assist 
your work? 
If NO, do you keep a written record of Review 
proceedings? If YES, who is responsible for recording? 
Is this arrangement satisfactory? 
IF ANY KIND OF RECORD IS KEPT, have you taken any 
measures to protect confidentiality? 
F. Do you use a set format or do you make individual 
recommendations for each child? If SET FORI·1AT, 
who developed the format? WHY? Is it 
satisfactory? 
G. Does your Board keep a record of cases that have 
been reviewed? If YES, who is responsible for the 
record? Is a record kept on all cases or some 
cases? If SOME, how are cases selected for record 
keeping? 
H. Hhere do you meet? Is this arrangement 
satisfactory? 
I. How frequently do you meet? 
J. How long do review meetings last? Do you have a 
set time for adjourning or do you take as long as 
needed? 
K. On the average, how many cases do you review at 
each meeting? Do you find that some cases take 
longer than others? WHY? 
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L. Does the Board review cases where children are in 
para-foster homes? Independent living 
arrangements? Long term institutional settings? 
How is DYFS informed of Board recommendations? Is t"his ar-rangement satisfactory-?- ---- . - ---._. 
20. In your experience, have natural parents been ade-
quately informed about Review? 
IF YES, ASK: How have they learned about the purpose 
of review? 
IF NO, ASK: What has been the basis of clients' 
misunderstanding? 
Have any steps been taken to correct this situation? 
21. How much effort does the Board put into encouraging 
natural parents to attend Review meetings? 
A. Do you think that it is important to have input 
from parents? Why or why not? 
B. How often have you advised parents to seek 
counseling? Do you know if your advice was taken? 
c. How often have you advised parents about their 
inability to plan for their child? 
D. Have parents presented material which is different 
from the material submitted by DYFS? If YES, how 
were these differences resolved? 
      Are letters from parents sufficient or uo you 
prefer that parents appear? WHY? 
22. In your experience, have foster children been ade-
quately informed about Review? 
If YES, ASK: How have they learned about Revie\"l? 
If NO, ASK: What has been the basis of foster 
children's misunderstanding? 
Have any steps been taken to correct this situation? 
23. How much effort does the Board put into encouraging 
foster children to attend review meetings? 
A. Do you think it is important to have input from 
children? Why or why not? 
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B. How often have you given advice to children? 
DESCRIBE. 
c. How often have you confronted children about their 
behavior? 
D. Have foster children presented information which 
is different from material submitted by DYFS? If 
YES, how were these differences resolved? 
E. Are letters sufficient or do you prefer that 
foster children appear? 
24. At what age do you think it is appropriate for foster 
children to participate in Review: 
A. Along with age, should any other factors be taken 
into account in considering when it is appropriate 
for foster children to attend Review? 
25. In your experience, have foster parents been adequately 
informed about review? 
A. If YES, ASK: How have they learned about Revie'w'I1? 
B. If NO, ASK: Uhat has been the basis of client!';' 
misunderstanding? 
C. Have any steps been taken to correct this 
situation? 
26. How much effort does the Board put into encouraging 
foster parents to attend Review meetings? 
A. Do you think that it is important to have input 
from foster parents? rlhy or 'ilhy not? 
B. How often have you given advice to foster parents? 
C. How often have you asked foster parents why they 
will not adopt their foster children? If ever, 
how did they respond? 
D. Have foster parents presented information which is 
different from material submi tted by DYFS? If 
YES, how were these differences resolved? 
E. Are letters sufficient or do you prefer that 
foster parents appear? 
27. Have any clients disrupted Review meetings? 
A. If YES, what happened? 
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B. Have you taken any measures to prevent future 
disruptions? Has this been effective? 
28. DO DYFS staff attend Review metings? 
Do you think it is necessary -to -h-ave -fhe 
caseworker present at the Review meetings?           or 
why not? 
B. How often have you asked the agency for policy 
clarification? Why was this clarification 
necessary for your work? 
C. If agency does not attend, who decides that the 
agency should not attend? Are you satisfied with 
this arrangement? 
29. In your experience, does the agency provide adequate 
information in its reports? 
A. If NOT, what information is inadequate? 
B. How has receiving inadequate information affected 
your work? 
C. Have you taken any steps to correct this? If YES, 
what did you do and has this been effective? If 
NO, why haven't you brought this up with the 
agency? 
30. HOW often has the agency been late submitting              
How has this affected your work? 
A. Do you know why the agency was late? Have any 
steps been taken to correct this situation? 
31. What happens when third party reports (e.g. school, 
psychologist) are missing? 
32. What kinds of cases do you take issue with the agency's 
long term goal of return home? 
A. How have you reconciled these differences? 
33. DO you think that foster children should be returned 
home only if the natural parent can provide as good a 
home environment as the foster parent? 
34. Do you think that it is usually better to have the 
children stay with relatives than with foster parents? 
35. What importance do you place on having a foster family 
have the same reI ig ion as the foster ch ilo? 
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36. What kind of justification should the agency give for 
selecting a foster family? 
A. Has this been an issue with the agency? 
37. What kinds of cases do you take issue wi th the agency's 
long term goal of adoption: 
A. How have you reconciled these differences? 
38. Do you think that children should be transferred to an 
adoptive home if their foster parents do not wish to 
adopt? 
A. Has this been an issue with the agency? 
39. What kinds of cases do you take issue with the agency's 
long term goal of independent living? 
A. How have these differences been reconciled? 
40. At what age should independent living be considered an 
appropriate plan? 
41. Along with age, should other factors be considered? 
A. Should a foster child be enrolled in an educa-
tional program for independent living? 
B. Should a foster child be earning some income as a 
condition for independent living? 
42. What kinds of cases do you take issue with the agency's 
long term goal of long term foster care? 
A. How were these differences reconciled? 
43. What kinds of cases do you take issue with the agency's 
long term goal of institutionlization? 
A. How were these differences reconciled? 
44. What kinds of cases do you take issue with the agency's 
short term goal of residential placement? 
A. How were these differences reconciled? 
B. In residential placement, should the Board's 
recommendation consider financial constrain? 
45. What kinds of services should be available to families 
whose children are in residential placement? 
A. Do you and the agency agree on this? 
46. 
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B. If these services are not available, would you 
recommend placement in this facility? If NO, has 
this been an issue with the agency? 
What kinds of services should be available to children i-n- -re·s-identialpl-a·cement? . - ... ---- ----. ----- ---- . 
A. DO you and the agency agree on this? 
B. If these services are not available, would you 
recommend placement in this facility? If NO, has 
this been an issue with the agency? 
47. Have you ever reviewed a case where the long term goal 
was Other? 
A. Uhat was it? Did you recommend the plan? 
48. Has your Board required follow-up reports for any 
cases? 
A. If YES, what kind(s) of cases require a follow-up 
report? 
How has the agency followed through? 
49. How often has your Board disagreed with the long term 
goals submitted by DYFS? 
A. What was the nature of the disagreement? If ever, 
was a summary hearing called or did the agency 
decide to go along with the Board? 
B. If SUMHARY HEARING, what was the outcome? 
C. If NO Sm1l1ARY, do you have any way of knowing 
whether or not DYFS followed through on your 
recommendations? 
D. Have you felt uncomfortable disagreeing with DYFS? 
50. HOW often has the Board disagreed with the agency's 
service plans? 
A. If EVER, what was the nature of some of these 
differences? 
B.           a summary hearing called or did the agency 
decide to go along with the Board? 
c. If SUMMARY HEARING, what was the outcome? 
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D. If NO SmlMARY HEARING, how did you resolve the 
differences? Do you have any way of knmving 
whether or not DYFS followed through on your 
recommend? 
E. Have you felt uncomfortable disagreeing with DYFS? 
51. As you know, there is a great deal of interest in per-
manence planning. Do you think that permanence is a 
realistic goal for all children? 
52. Do you think that permanence planning has any adverse 
consequences? 
Thank you for your time. DO you have any additional 
comments? 
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INTERVIEvl GUIDE FOR DYFS SUPERVISORS 
1. Overall, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the way 
_____________                                                     is working? 
A. How woulq you characterize your relationship 
wi th the Board? 
B. Have you observed any changes in the review 
process? 
c. Have these changes been positive or negative? 
D. Where do you see review going? 
2. Along with coordinating Child placement Review, do you 
have other responsibilities? 
A. If YES, what are they? 
B. What percentage of your time is taken up wi th 
review? (weekly) 
3. At the present time, would you say that staff is enthu-
siastic, mildly for, somewhat critical or opposed to 
review? 
A. Has staff morale been affected by review? 
4. Was your office given any training about review before 
it began? 
A. If YES, when was training given? Hhat subjects 
were covered? 
B. Did training include any discussing of 
contracting? In your office, about how many 
reports specify a contract was made with a                
How often are written contracts attached to 
report? 
C. Do you think the training was adequate? 
5. Has your office received training since review began? 
A. If YES, what subjects were covered? 
B. How \'10uld you assess the training? 
6. Did your off ice train the Board? 
A. If YES, when was training given? What subjects 
'ilere covered? 
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B. How would you assess the training? 
7. In your judgement, what has been the most serious 
obstacle in implementing the Child Review placement? 
A. Do you think that it is possible to overcome this 
obstacle? If YES, how? 
8. Are there other obstacles to implementing review? 
A. If YES, what are they? Do you think that it is 
possible to overcome these obstacles? 
9. How does the use of standard reporting forms affect 
review? 
A. If negative, is there any way that these obstacles 
can be overcome? 
10. How many children are in placement with this office? 
A. On the average, how many new placements are made 
each month? 
B. At present, how large is the professional staff? 
C. Is staff at full capacity? 
11. Do you or other DYFS staff attend review meetin-]s? 
A. If YES, who attends? vlhat is their role? Do you 
attend all or some meetings? If SOME, hO\v do you 
decide when to gO? 
B. If NO, did district office prefer not to attend 
review meetings or was the agency excluded? 
12. Before a new case goes to the Board, what steps are 
taken to prepare for the case? 
A. ASK IF NOT COVERED: Do you review caseworkers' 
reports before they are sent for review? If YES, 
why did you decide to do this? If NOT, did you 
consider reviewing forms? Why or why not? 
B. Do you ever return the reports for rewriting? If 
YES, why? 
C. Does the unit supervisor review the caseworkers' 
report? 
13. Is there any information on the "Pink Form" which is 
difficult to obtain? 
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IF YES TO ANY OF THE ABOVE: What do you have to do to 
obtain it'? 
A. Do you have difficulty obtaining third party 
reports? Do workers have difficulties describing s·te'ps to implement 'goals? -- ------' --------
Do workers have difficulty describing "Child's 
                  and understanding of placement"'? 
14. Is there any information on the "Pink Form" which you 
think is unnecessary? 
How many children are in placement with this office'? 
On the average, how many new placements are made each 
month? 
At present, how large is the professional staff? 
Is staff at full capacity? 
Is it necessary to have information about why foster 
home was selected? 
Is it necessary to have information about foster 
parent's religion? 
Is it necessary to include information about the 
child's court involvement? (P.4 D). 
A. If YES to any of the above, have you mentioned 
this to the Board? 
15. At the present time, about hO'.I long do workers need to 
complete a pink form? 
A. Has the time workers need changed since review 
began? If yes, why is this so? 
16. Before a "backlog" case goes to the Board, what steps 
are taken within this office to prepare the case? 
ASK IF NOT COVERED: 
A. Do you review caseworkers' reports before they are 
sent for review? If YES, why did you decide to do 
this? If NO, had you thought of doing this? Hhy 
or why not? 
B. Do you ever return the reports foe rewriting? If 
YES, why? 
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C. Does the unit supervisor review the caseworkers' 
report? 
17. Is there any information required for annual review 
which is difficult to obtain? Do you use the Pink Form 
for annual reviews? 
A. If YES, what? What do you have to do to obtain it? 
18. Is there any information which you think is 
unnecessary: 
A. If YES, what? Have you mentioned this to the 
Board? 
19. At the present time, about how long do workers need to 
complete a Baord Report for an               review? 
A. Has the time workers need changed since review 
began? If YES, why? 
20. In general, have your work                     been affected by 
review? 
21. Have the reports to the Board for Child                    
Review replaced any other forms used by tb is of f ice or 
are these reports additional paperwork? 
A. If forms have replaced others, what forms have 
been done away with? DO you think that review 
forms could replace other internal office forms? 
Why or why not? 
22. In your experience, have there been difficulties in 
sending reports to Board? 
PAUSE. ASK IF NOT I1ENTIOHED. 
A. Are workers late in submitting reports? 
B. How well organized are the procedures for sending 
reports to the Board. 
23. How has the Board responded to the information you have 
provided? 
PAUSE. ASK IF NOT COVERED. 
A. How often does the Board require clarification of 
the reports? 
B. Have you had any evidence of dissatisfaction with 
the reports? 
c. Do you sense that dissatisfaction of agency 
reports is an unresolved issue? 
255 
24.             is the staffing arrangement for the Board? 
------ -- -----A. 
B. Do you relate primarily to Board staff or do you 
usually relate to Board members directly? 
c. How satisfactory is this arrangement? 
25. tvhat is the staffing arrangement for the Board? 
A. Does the Board have adequate staff support? 
B. Do you relate primarily to Board staff or do you 
usually relate to Board members directly? 
C. How satisfactory is this arrangement? 
26. In your experience, how frequently do natural parents 
attend review meetings? 
A. Does the agency put much effort into persuading 
them to attend? If YES, describe. If NO, why 
not? 
27. Have you had any feedback about how natural parents 
have reacted to review? 
A. If YES, describe. 
28. In your experience, how frequently do foster children 
attend these meetings? 
A. Does the agency put much effort into persuading 
them to attend? If YES, describe. If NO, why 
not? 
29. At what age do you think that it is appopriate for 
foster children to attend review meetings? 
A. Along with age, are there other considerations 
which should be taken into account for having 
foster children attend review meetings? 
30. Have you had any feedback about how foster children 
have reacted to review: 
A. If           describe. 
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31. In your experience, how frequently do foster parents 
attend review meetings: 
A. Does the agency put much effort into persuading 
them to attend? If YES, describe. If NO, why 
not? 
32. Have you had any feedback about how foster parents have 
reacted to review? 
A. If YES, describe. 
33. \'lhat kinds of cases do you have di ff icul ty in 
justifying a long term goal of return home to the 
Board? 
34. When you establish time frames, what typically goes 
into your thinking? 
35. For a new case, can you justify taking a year to return 
a child to the home? 
A. Has this been an issue with the Board? 
36. For backlog cases, can you justify taking a year to 
return a child home? 
A. Has tllis been an issue wi th the Board? 
37. What kind of justification should the agency give for 
selecting a foster family? 
A. Has this been an issue with the Board? 
Do you have difficulty recruiting foster families: 
38. What importance do you place on having a foster family 
have the same religion as the childf 
A. Has this been an issue for the Board? 
39. Do you think that foster children should be returned 
home only if the natural parents can provide as gooJ a 
home environment as the foster parents? 
A. Do you and the Board agree? 
40. DO you think it is usually better to have children stay 
with relatives than with foster parents? 




What kinds of cases do you have difficulty in 
justifying a long term goal of adoption? 
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When you establish time frames for a long term goal of 
adoption, what typically goes into your thinking? . ------- -- --------- - - - --
Can you justify a year to make a decision to terminate 
parental rights? 
A. Has this been an issue with the Board? 
44. DO you think that children should be transferred to an 
adoptive horne if the foster parents do not wish to 
adopt? 
A. Do you and the Board agree on this? 
45. What kinds of cases do you have difficulty in 
justifying a long term goal of long term foster care? 
A. Has this been an issue with the Board? 
46. Hhat kinds of cases do you have difficulti 1n 
justifying a long term goal of independent living? 
A. At what age should independent living be 
considered? 
B. Aside from age, are there other considerations 
which must be takeninto account in planning inde-
pendent living? Do you and the Board agree on 
this? 
C. Should a foster child be enrolled in an educa-
tional program as a condition for independent 
living? Do you and the Board agree on this? 
D. Should a foster child be earning some income as a 
condition for independent living? Has this been 
an issue with the Board? 
47. What kinds of cases do you have difficulty in 
justifying a long term goal of institutionalization? 
A. Has this been an issue with the Board? 
48. What kinds of cases do you have difficulty in 
justifying short term goals of residential placement? 
A. Has this been an issue with the Board? 
B. Do you think the Board goes overboard in favoring 
residential placement? 
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49. What kinds of services should be available to families 
whose children are in residential placement? 
A. When these services are not available, using the 
facility? 
50. What kinds of services should be available to children 
in residential placement? 
A. When these services are not available. Do you and 
the Board agree on using this facility? 
51. How often has the Board disagreed with any long term 
goal submitted by the D.O.? If ever, what was the 
nature of some of these disagreements. 
A. Did you request a summary hearing? If YES, what 
was the outcome? If NO, how was the disagreement 
resolved? 
52. How often has the Board disagreed with you about the 
type of service plan? If E';"EH, what was the basis for 
some of these disagreements. 
A. How were these di3ugreements usually resolved? 
53. There are always positives and negatives to everything. 
What do you see as the major advantage of review? 
53A. In your experience, how often do you think review has 
had a                   influence on a particular case? 
54. tihat do you t!link is the major disadvantage with Child 
placement Review? 
A. DO you have any recommendations for overcoming 
this advantage? 
55. In your experience, how often have there been cases 
where you felt review had a negative influence on 
cases? 
A. Do you think that permanence has nay adverse 
consequences? 
56. As you know, there is a great deal of interest in per-
manence planning. Do you think permanence is a 
realistic goal for all children? 
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APPENDIX C: COPIES OF FORMS USED BY DYFS WORKERS TO REPORT 
CASES TO BOARDS 
CHIL.D 'L4c.EHE.».                                  
.                   (1f5-da, re.vieW') 
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Court Ordered: Juvenile DelinQut!llcy:_ JlJl6:_ ,roteetiClC                  
'Ioluntary : __ 
THE                   OF THIS REVIEW HAS BEEN EXPLAINED TO: CHJLD:____                       'AR£rffS: 
L CHIIJ)'S NAME: I CIlSi:WOiU(U-S JIiAJ£: 
DOB: AGE: SEX: I DOCUT II 
ETHNIC BACKGROUND:     01:-S CASE II 
RELIGION: 1l'ff: OF ' .... CENHr: 
DATE OF PLACEr-fEN!: -------------- ._------- ---------
CARETAKER: 
AiJDRESS: 
PHONE: --_.-------_._---_ .. _------
                                OTHER PARENT: 
AIIDF.ESS: .o;DD5ES3: , 
PHONE: AGE: P"MONE: AGE: 
HELIClm: : REL1ClOtl: ----------------- ._-_._-----_._--FIRST         nEFERRED TO AGENCY: 
REASON & GOAL: 
DURATIOM: 
RESeT: 
------------n.                 FoR PRESENT ,'LACE .. "ENT OU:SIDE OF HOPI! (B£ SPECIFIC! 1. e. LISE £XAHPLES I DESaUIF: 
CONDITIONS OR BEHAVIOR. ATTACH ALL FORMAL EVALUATIONS ANt REFEIR,'L 58t111111£5.) 
.·,.C.C .• LR-41 3/24/80 
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Ill. PLANNING AND COALS: 
A. CASEWORK                           YE': _._. (,ntadl) tJO: 
   
B. CASEWORKER'S SHORT-TERM        .. S:               l.ONG-rERM GOALS: 
1 • GROUP CARE HOll£ 
- ---2-. -INSTITUTIONAL CAP.£-----
3. RESIDENTIAL F ACIJ..ITY 
4. CONTINUE FOSTER CARE 
5. TERNUJIII'ION 0' PAREW'J'AL RIGHTS 
6. OTHER (PLEAS! EXPLAIN) 
1 • REl'URN HOME 
i. AIOPT10Jl 
J.                       LIVIIG 
" •         TOH FOSTER CARi 
S. LONG-TERM tNS1I1UI'lOrlllLl Z,,11O. 
6. ontER crLEME EXPUU N) 
C. DESC1UI& STEPS TO IMPLEl-1£NT GO,'\LS INCLUDING 1'JMf, FflAMES; 
D. PARENTAL RESfONSIBILITIES FOR IMPLEf£NTI.TION M' PLAN: 
E. CHILD'S RESPONSIBILItIES FOR IIf'r'LEMENThrtOIl OF Pl.Ml: 
F.                         RESPOISl8ILITIES FOR rMPLEMENrAT10WOF            
G • BARRIERS TO MEETING SHOfU' Ai'I) LOIfG-fUM GOALS: 
", 
H. ARE ALL PARTIES INVOLVED AloIAJ{E OF THE PROfOifJ) PUll? IF rJO!, h1£Y tIOT7 
I. ADDITIONAL COMt·tENTS: 
         ... --.. -" .. _-... -- .--
262 
IV • CHILD IN PLACEHJ::NT: 
A. CHRONOLOGICAL HISTORY OF PIiEVIOU!.i                           ousr REC£1fr FIRST): 
f'LACEHENT TYfE DAm IHEASON         MOVE TO MErT PLACEMEtiT 
B. WIIO HAS LEGAL CUSTODY OF CHILD? 'INCLUDE DATE 1>BTAINED) 
C. EDUCATIONAL STATUS: 
1. CHILD CURREN'l'Li ATTE"DING SCltOOL: 
IF fJOT, PLEASE EXfLAIN: 
YE'): GAADt: __ NO: 
2. 'LAST OR FRESENT SCHOOL: 
3. SCHOOL ADJUSTMENT: 
4.                 AREAS AND REMEDIAL HELP PROVIDED: 
5. CHILD STUDY TEAM 01. OTHER EVIlLUA7IOfJS (PLEASf: .TTACH) : 
6. CLASSIFICATION: 
7 • ACADEMIC OR. VOCA TIuNA!.. GOALS: 
8. EXTRA-CURR,ICULAR ACTlVITI:S           INTERESTS: 
- _._ ..... I"·r .. • ....... .. 
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D. StJMtIlARIZE JUV!NILE COURT lNVOLYEJQJJ', IF KNOwN: 
E. ARE THERE An l:NOWItl PH1S1CAL PROBLEMS? NOTE DlJOIIOSIS All) TREATMENT: 
F. ARE THERE ANY f(PN MENTAL HEALTh PIOB1.EMS1         DIAGNOSIS AND TREAMNTi 
G. DESCRIBE CHILD'S BE}U.JIOR IN PRESElIT                         IF APPLICABLE, CCJllf'ARE TO PlroR 
BEHAVIOR IN PREVIOUS PLACEMEN1'S OR AT HOME: 
I. ADJITlONAL \:OMr-:ENTS: 
V. CHILD IS U.':ILl" 
A. FIff,ILY COMPOSITIC:: 
1 • SIBLINGS; 
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I R£LATJ""SH1P TO 
t.1l1llC' AGE Ar'DRESS I "NPE     PLACDlEIII' 
                                                      ---- CHILD 
2. PROVIDE RELEVANT INF0F.:-1i1TION                           OTH):;RS .. tiOt-IE (lJ'CLUD£ 'lJDTAL 1lUM8£t 
IN HOI1E): 
E. PROVlr::; RELEVA •• T                               iiEGl.Rr,H:G LIUUG c.atDlnOlfs: 
t. PAMILY STRENGTHS         FAMILY DYSFUNCTIONS AS THfiY RELATE TO RBlLln TO CRie 
fOR. 'JHE CHILO LUST JGENC1E$ lNVOL\I£D, )ESCftl8£ 1tttA1MD7I'                 , eESUf.TS): 
D. ATTITUDE AIJD                   of ClilLO'S               TOWARO PLACDlEIJf; 
::. FRE:QUENCY     CIICUl'ISTANCfS OF I*-GOUIG COfITlICT 8£TlI£EN OIJ bO lIND FilM' L    
INCi..UV1:lG SIBLnGS: 
F. ARE                         OI'HER FAmLY fo£M8E1S WHO WOULD BE A SUJTIIILt PUCEHEm- aUOUtcc 
FOR 1'li15 CHILD': IF SO, PLEllSE; EXPLAI": - -. 
G. IF PARENTS ARE: LISTED AS n\\,HERUBOUTS                .. m'·, STAn:                 MADE 10 LDCRTI Ttf£M. 
Ii. ADDl TlONAL COI9OlT,s: 
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VI. FOSTER FAMILY: 
A. WHY WAS THIS FOSTER FAMILY SEl.ECTED? PROVIDE RELEVANT INFORMA1'ION ABOUT THE 
FOSTER FAMILY AS IT RELATES TO THEIR ABILITI TO MEET THE NEEDS OF THE            
B. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FOSTER FAMIl.Y At:D CHILD: 
c.                                           FOSTEh FAMILY AND CPILD·S              
D. IF AfPLICABLE, HAS ADOPiION AND/OR SUBSIDIZED ADOPTION           DISCUSSED? 
E. WHAT IS RELIGION OF EACH FOSTER PARENT? 
F. ADDITIONAL COt-!MENTS: 
VII • RESIDEr:TIAL                        
A.       WAS THIS FACILITY SELECTED? 
B. WHAT SERVICES DOES THE FACILITY OFFSR 10 1H£ CH1LD? 
-. 
c. WHAT SERVICES DOES THE f'ACILITY OFFER TO THE FAJ.aL't? 
. D. ADDITIONAL CO!-tENTS: 
VIII. AGENCY CONTACT: 266 
A.         LONG HAS                     HAD 'J\US CASE? 
B. WHAT SERVICES IS DYFS OFFEIIMa TO TiL FIIt·;.!i.Y                       THE C!-!JLD IS n: I'LACt:MENT? 
C. DESCRIBE ANY DyrS INVOLVEHElvT WITH OTHER                 MEMBERS: 
D. LIST OTHER INTERESTED PERSONS (INCLUDE ADDRESSES ANil 11iLEPHON£ NI»1BERS,): 
CASEWORKER                                                              (signature) 
TELEf'HONE NO: -------------------
SUPERVISOR : __                     __________ _ 
,signature) 
TELEPHONE NO: ---------------------------------
              . .,..                               .. ·"'"':· "':0-"--'- -, -;. ......... : ....... - .• ,.,-
J)Art COMPLETED: ----
DAT£ REVIEWED: 
267 CHILD PLACEMENT PERIODIC REVIEW          
AtJ'I'tI)RIn FOR PLACEMEm' 
Court Ordered: Juvenile Del1nquency: JINS: Protective Services: 
      -- -    
Voluntary: __ Other (Identify):_ 
I. OOLD'S NAME: 
AGE: DOB: 
DATE OF CURRENT PLAC»tM': 






DYFS CASE II 
TYPE OF PLACEMENT: 
HAS LEGAL-Ctm'ODY OF CHILD CHANGED SINCE LAST REVIEW? YES_NO_ 
IF YES, EXPLAIN HOW. INCLUDE DATE AND HOW OBiAINED. 
PARENT/GUARDIAN: OTHER PARENT: 
ADDRESS: ADDRESS: 
PHONE: PHONE: 
II. IF CASEWORKER DIFFERS FRa-! LAST REVIEW, GIVE             OF TIME ON CASt: 
LIST CHANGES IN PLACD1ENT SINCE LAST REVIEW. INCLUDE DATES Ar-ID REASONS. 
A'Ole •• LR..I,l ,,2.1/80 
• 
OX. PLANNINC AND GOALS: 
A. NEW CASEWORK                   CSl : 
B. CASEWORKER'S PREVIOUS 
SHORT-TERM GOAL: 
1. Group Care Home 
2. Institutional Care 
3. Residential Facility 
4. Continue Foster Care 
5. Terminate Parent Rights 
6. Other (Explain) 
CASEWORKER'S CURRENT 
SHORT-TERM GOAt: 
1. Group Care Home 
2. Institutional Care 
3. Residential Facility 
                        Foster Care 
5. Terminate Parent              
6. Other (Explain) 
YFS: _ (Writ ten, A ttact, COP'f) 
YES: _ (Verlal ) 
CASEWORKEB'& PBEVTor$ 
LONG-TERM 'OAL: 
1. Return Home 
2. Adoption 
3. Independent Li.ving 
4. Long-Term Foster Care 
268 
JD';_ 
5.                     Institutionalization 
6. Other (Explain) 
CASEWORKER'S CURRE::r 
LONG-TERM GOAL: 
1. Return Home 
2. Adoption 
3. Independent LiViftl 
      Long-Term Foster          
TIl'\! FlAME : 
5. Lons-Tenn                                        
6. Other (Explain) 
C. WAS JUDGE'S FINAL ORDEIi IMPLEMEPrIfl)? IF uar J 1It¥ f«)T? 
D. "'HAT STEPS WERE TAKEN EY DYFS, PIIR£IIfS J CHILD JND CRRE11H:£A TO lMPLDI£M'" 
COALS SINCE THE LAST                         TIMF FRAMES. 
E. BARRIERS TO THOSE COALS: 
F. DESCRIBE STEPS TO BE TAKE" W lIllPLEKEm" CURR£m GOALS, IalC(.UOll1S TOlE 
FRlJ>tES J BY: 
(1) DIFS (include                        
If 
        PARENTS 
(3) CHILD 
(4) CARETAKER 
G. BARRIERS TO THOSE GOALS: 
H. ARE ALL PARTIES INVOLVED AWARE OF THE PROPOSED PLAN? YES __ llO_ 
IF NOT, WHY NOT? 
"f/ •               IN PLACEMENT: 
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A. PRESENT EDUCATIONAL STATUS. INCLUL1E SCHOOL AND GRADE' IND ANY ACADEptJC 
OR BEHAVIORAL CHANGES SINCE LAST fiEVIEW. 
B.                   ANY P£UVAIn' CHANGES IIJ PHYSICAL OR r-£NTAL HEILTH 51-=£ LAST 
REVIEW. 
C. SVMHARIlE JUVENILE COURT INVOLVEMENT, IF ANY, SIWCE LAST              
D. OESCRIBE CHILD'S BEHAVIOR AND A TTI1UDES TOWARD PRESENT PLICEMEIIT SlAICt 
LAST REVIEW. 
                                                           __ i''''::-.,-.._-____ .... __       ... ..., __         __ .. _ .. ____ ... ___ .. 
-moe 2 
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E. DESCRIBE SPEel,A!.,                     Oft EVIILUATrOlS CHILD HAS RECEIveD IN                      
SINCE THE LASl H;.""VIFW, E.G., CDUNSE1.n«). TUTORING, ftEJ)lCAL., tn:. PLEASE 
ATTACH DATED AND SJGNED J1ELEVAJIT REf'ORlS. 
V. CHILD'S FAMILY: 
A. FREQUENCY AND TYPE OF CONTACT EETWEEN CHILD IlJI) f"'Il-Y, mCLiJDING 
SIBLINGS, SINCE LASt nEVJE'I'I: 
IF NONE OR INFREOUENT, WHY? 
WHO                     THE CONTACT? 
B. DESCRIBE THE REACTION a: CHILJ, PIiRENTS AND CAR£rAk8. to                        
C. DESCRIBE ANY C'rlANGES IN SlWATIClN Cf CHILD'S FRMIL! AlII)            
ATTITUDES TOWARDS PLACEMENT. 
D. DESCRIBE ANY CHANGES IN PHYSICAL OR fotEIJTAL HEALTl1 SUJC£ LAST .£VIEW. 
E. DESCRIBE SPECIAL SERVICES OR                       FAEILY HAS RtCfIVEO $JM:£ 
LAST REVIEW. PLEASE ATTACH DATED AND SIGNED _ELEV8DJT t£PORT'S. 
VI. FOSTER FAMILY: 
A. DESCRIBE ANY CHANGES IN SITUATION rE CARETIIk:£IUS)           mE[R 




E. IF RESIDENTIA!. PLACE2-1ENT OR GIOUP HerE, ATrACII     REcENr R£PoR.TS. 
C. IF APPUCABL£, .. AS 1fJ)OPTIMillM)/D( SUBSIDIZED ROOPTIC»l 8EEIV I)JSCUSSfJ) 
WITH FOSTER PARaITS __ J "A1lI8Al paRDJrS_, o.I10 __ ,? PLEASE EXPLAIN. 
VII • AGENCY CONTACT: 
A. FREOUENCY AND TYPE a: awrACT BETWEErf D¥FS bD CHII,J)' S FMILY, 
!NCLUDING CHILD: 
B. IF THERE HAS BEEN NO CONTACT, rrny NOT? 
c. FREQUENCY AND TYPE OF CONTACT BE'1\UN DYFS MD .C'ARETAI\ER. 
D. IF THERE 1Il.s &::EN NO COllTACT, WHY NOr? 
E. LIST ADDITIONAL OiHER INTERESTE:) PERSONS AND/OR                                     LA:':l 
REVIE'w: (INCLUDE i!DDRE3SES AND TELEPHOlJE Nm-!BER::) 
VIII. ADDI'IIONPL CCl'1f'1ENTS: 
CASElifORKE.R! ___                                                  (Signatu!"e) 
DATE <..:or1?LETED: _______ . 
TELEPHONE II: ----------------------SUPERVISOR: -------------------------- DATE REVIEr.'E[) 81                    ____ . (Name) 
TELEPt!'JNP' #/S[JPERVISOR: 
                                             ......     .. .:=---....             ...... -_.- -. 
272 
APPENDIX D: COpy OF SENATE BILL 744 
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SENATE, No. 774 
STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
INTRODUCED JAXlT:\RY 18, l!lS2 
By Senators ORECHIO, CODEI, 1)1}t'RAXC'ESCO, HAGEDORN 
and CAUFIELD 
(Without Reference) 
AN ACT 10 aml'nd and SupplClllellt the "Child PI:lef'III(>1I1 ncvi!!w 
Act," 8pprO\'ctl                         2i, Wi8 (P. L, 1!lii, c.           and mnk-
iug all RPJll'opriatioll thcl'efol', 
1 BE IT ENACTED by Ihe Srllflle IIIIcl G(l7Iernl Assembly of Ihe Sinte 
2 of New Jerse11: 
1 1. Section 3 of p, L, l!)i7, c. 424 (C. 30:4C-52) is amended to 
2 read as follows: 
is 3. As uSl'c1 ill thi!; act. IIlIll'SS Ihe l'OIlI(l)(t illdicntcs othel'wisc: 
4 a. "Child" men liS             IWl'son less \hllll lR )'('nrs of ng(l: 
:> h, "Child Jllnr'l'If outsilll' hill hOlllo" 1I1(,I1I1S a rhilr1 UII<1('1' th(l rnre, 
6 custody 01'                                 of tll(> dh'isioll who I'(!sid('s ill n fostpl' 
7 IlOme, gl'oup home [01'], I'cl.'id('ntiul trenllll('nt facility,' ernmt.ll 
8 .'11ICller for l1,e carl' of                   or lIe[1If'r./ed childrel/ nr                                  
9 t" lIeed of                                         (II' il/clc]lcl1del1t livill!1 orrall!JClIIp.1I1 (,peralee! 
10 by or apl'lI'O\'c/1 for                               hy Ihl'                         or a cllild trlln          
11 IICf'11 7)lat"('d b11 11,(, did,"inu in '''c 1mllle' of a                         who ;.'1 '/lot 
12 rtlatrd 10 tlle rllild and ,joe,'1 1101, reccil'f' (lilY }>UlI11U'1zt fo,. the care 
13 of tile cllild from a,c divi.'1iou : 
14 c. "Coullty of sllpelTisioll" menns the ('ounty in which the 
15 dh'isioll has estahlished respC'lIsihility for j;uper\'ision or UIC cllild: 
16 
17 
d. "Division" menllS the Dh'isioll of Youth and Family Sen'ices 
in tIlC Dl!pnriment of Humall                      
18 e. '''l'elllpornI'Y caretuk£or" means a fosler parent as de:fined in 
19 section 1 of P. L, 1962, c. 136 (C. 30:4C-!!6A) or 0. dircdol' of 11 
20 group hOllle or 1'esiclcmlial tl'eatment facility. 
1 2. Section 8 of P. L. l!Ii7, c. 424 (C. 30:4C-5i) is amended to 
2 rend liS follo\\,lI: 
3 8. TIll' assil-:lllnclli .1u11;;c in each                   shall ('stublil'1a nlo: nn 
4 arlll of 1'11('11 jll\'euill! Illltl dOlllf'slil! I'p.laliolls court olle or 11101'(> 
EII'UNA"IU:oi-Mull.'r rndu.rll in "nlll·rarrot Ilrarl..10 [lhu.] in I .... abnw. bill 
i. nol enDcl,," and i. inleD.led 10 Lt' Olllillcd i" Ih" low. 
5 chile! placrllll'lIt r .. "j .. ", 110:11"11::;, The IlUmhl'r of re"il'w boards ill 
6 each                     sImI! [1I0t cXCI!rd the llulClLm' of ju\'cllile alld domestic 
7 rclntiulls jUllricS allthoJ'jr.!'I1 fOI" th ..                               ua,.cd 011 11Ie III/mbcr 
8 of rcvieu's cOfldl/ded in t1/(,                             r;.'/"11,1"r J./(""r so fl,at u'llere 
9 practica"'e, t1,cre shall be at le"st anI' !"(',.iclf' hnnrrl for ear11 200 
10                                     hllanl shall CUlIll!"t of fh't' mmllhl'J'S to h{' appointed 
11 by thc judge frol1l                     tilt' rl'!;i().!ut!' of such clluntr. T1U! judge 
12 also may al1110inl to carll fJoa,"d tip to 111:0 a/tenlatc members who 
13 sllQll scrt'e as f"c.mllar membr.rs Id/C" a qUOd11ll of rr!1ld(1/" mell/ben 
14 is 110t                       EH('h memhel" shall he n pcrsoll who has eithrr 
15 trailling,                         Ill' i:Jtcrest il: issues                           child placcment 
16 or dlild ,)c\,plOPllll'I:1. Each hoard shall. to th(' maxilllum cxtent 
17 fc:u:ihlc, J"e)lI"('l;Cl!t tIll' \"aril:ul; sorioc'I'onoJllir. rncinl :md ('thnic 
18                 of till! cOUl:ty in ,\'hic'h it S{,I""C'S, 1'hl' jllcl!,!"(! shall annually 
]9 sel(>rt 0:'(> of thl' /"I'!,lIIlnr ul'11I1,cn: of OJ(> hoard                                
20                       shall           Rlll'ointrd for tl'nllS of 3 y{,:trs, except thnt 
21 of fJlOse illitially aJlpoil:tl'll. OJ:'"! shall II!' fa)" a tcrm of 1               two 
22 fOl" teJ"ms of 2 yClIJ"S, am) two for terms of 3 year;:. )[I:lIIhcrl; shall 
23 seJ"\'l! nfll,r tllC! rxpimtioll of their                   ulitil theiJ" respective 
24 surcessors shall han! hr{'11 appointed, Yac:tllcirs shall hI' filled 
25 fOl" the dUl"atioli of the ulIC!xpired                 )[C!mhers shall                
26 without cOlllpcnsat iOIl hut :>hnll hi' reilllhUl'!'C!t1 for sUl'h rl'llsol:ahlc! 
27 and necessary expense's il:cu)"f(·d in tll(> pcrforlllllllce of their oflicial 
28 duties, The                           hOlly of tlw county ill which tlw hoard 
29 sen'es may, at its discretion, proddc for J'(,illlhursclllcnt to rC"il!w 
30 board members for sl1ch adtlitiollul and rensonablr. expenses as 
31 the gO"c1'lling body lIIay ddcl'lIlille. 
32 [" acc07'dallce witlr guidelines alld IJracedurC's established by 1111' 
33 Supremc Court, membef"S s],ull attcnd initial traillillg session •• 
34 wit1lin G mOllt],s of their appailltlllent alld allY at1tCf' training scs, 
35 sions requircd by tire cOt/I't. 
36 Each hc:!rd shall meet at such times ns it shall determine. Earh 
37 jU\'enilc and domestic rclotiom: court sholl proYiue its hoard with 
38 reasonablc nnd necessary adlllilli.<hoati'l:e a'td clerical support 
39 services. Thesc services shall iuelude obtailling and reviewin." 
40 il/formatioa requcsted by thc board, prcparillg alld dispalcliillg all 
41 "utircs and. rcports -requircd ul/der P. L, 1977, c. 42"} (C.30:4C-50 
42 et seq.), arranging for board                               a7ld maill/aiuillg a perma-
43 tlCllt ,"ccord of alllioa,.d 7I'"oc('cdill,qs. collccting statislical data a/ld 
44 servillg as a liaison 10 tlle .iivisioll. 
1 3. Section 9 of P. L. 1nn, c. 424 (C. 30:40-58) is nnre'le!cd to 
2 n:-."; ns follows: 















































relatioll!, rourl in rC'viC'wiJ:g Iht' rallp of N'pry I·hilrl plarl·d outsiue 
llis home Jlurl'ullnt to a \'olulllaI'Y ugr""lIIplIl til Ih!terlllillt> whe!ther 
the hest illtpI'rsll' of thr ('hil,1 :11'1'                 !<C'rvr,1 hy I'II('h pln('(>In(,llt. 
Such a I'evi,!\\' shall t.r Hlial",1 \l'ithill 45 uays                       thl! initinl 
plncl'lmmt allrl cOIJlpl"(rd \l'ilhih 15 rlays t1u·r.·aftl'r. A )ll!riodic 
rp.\·irw l'llull takl' pial'" at 1":11\1 "\'cry 12 11I0l111\!:: thereafter. 
F.a(']1 honrd I'llnll all'o aC'1 OJ! hphalf of thl' jm'rnile nnd dornrstic 
relations ('ollrl ill re\;r'win:t tlU' l'al'l' of "ach child plac'(,d outside 
his hOIlle! hy the llivision in nrrOril:lll('l' with n courl order pursuant 
to P. L. 1974, c. 119[, s. 34 (C. 9 :6-8.j,j.', fr. 9:6-(1.21 ct seq.), 
P. L. If1;;l, c. 13S, :>.12 (c.:. 30:4C-12). P. L. 197;1. ('. 30G. s. 21 (C. 
2A:4-61) 01'1'. L. Il,,;$, c. 306. s. 22 (C. 2"\:-:1-0;2). Such 1\ rcview 
shall be initiatcd 11pon reccipt h)" thl' hoard of the! placC!Jllellt plan, 
which shall he snl'lIlitt('c1 hy thc di"isioll within 4r, duys of the 
illitia7 court ordl'r. The board's review shall be (·olllpleted within 
15 days of rC('eipt ot' the plnn, A lleriodic rc\'icw shall tal;c plac\! 
nt Il'ast e\'('J')" 12montlls thrT(':lfl('r, 
Not.withstalldillg the                               of section 9 of P. L. 1977, C!. 424 
(C. aO:-1C-52) fo tlrc cOl/h'ary, (f a clli7cl lJlae'cr] oldoSidc Ids hU/II" 
ailaifls 18 years of a!I" (II' oldl'r al/d             /rollle p7accmcllt                 are 
bd71.q lJaid 1/1/ t1rc                           t1rc 1Joal'd sIron rOlltinue to cunduct 
1lc:riodic "(;viC'u's l/11ti/ the                           te/'lllil/ol.es supert'isicJII of Oil! 
                     
A II sucl! 1 •. ,,·i'ews shall includc, hut. IIOt lIec('ssarily be limited to, 
the considcratio!l alld e\'illuatioll of such watters as: 
a. The a)l}ITo)ll'iatencss of the goal alld objc('ti\"es of the plat·t·-
lIIent plan j 
h. The n)lpropriatclll'ss of the ser\'iecs }1I'o\'ided to the c1,ild, 
the parents 01' Icgal gtltll'dian :I/Iel thc                           cnretaliCr j 
e. Whether the child has siblillgs who are also pl:lccd OutSiUl' 
of their hOllle j 
d. Whelher tIle wishes of thc child werc considered rcgarding 
]llacement ami de\'clopmellt of tIle placemcllt plan, whcll uppro-
}lriate; 
e. WheUler the divisioll, the parentI' 01'             guardian and the 
ternpofllry car(·tal,or arc fulfilling their l'l'sp('ctive responsibilitics 
ill accordance with th(· pla(,(>!l1cnt pI un ; 
r. Whethcr the parentI;:: or legal guardian have been afforded till! 
opportunity and bccll l'lIcouTa;!'ed to pnrliripate ill a progl'llrn of 
rcgnlar \"h,italioll with till! child: 
g. Whetlwr ther(! arc                       which hinder or prevent the 
attainrllent of thc placcllwllt pIau ohjcctin·s mid goal j alld 
h.                                                   surroumliug till' pl:lcelllcllt. 
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47 In tlto QSt! of n child in pillcement outsidp of his home 011 the 
48 effeetiye linle of this al·t, the first re\'il'w shull be cOlllpleted as 
49 soon as pOlIsilJle, hut 1I0t later than 12 mouths following slIch 
50 effective datI.'. 
1 4. Scction 10 of P. L. 1!J77, c. 424 (C. 30:4C-59) is wlIcndl'rl to 
2 read as fo11owlI: 
3 10. Each boa.rd shall provide written notice oC the d3te, tillle 
4 and place of ea.ch review at least 15 days in udvallcc to the follow-
5 i!lg, each oC wholll shaUuc entitlcd to suumit illfol'luatioll ill writing 
6 to the uo'11'U : 
7 D.. 'l'he division i 
8 b. 'l'hc ch.ild i 
9 c. Tlle parcnts 01' legal guardian; [uud] 
10 d. 7·/tc tcmporary carctakc,"; and 
11 [d.] c. Any other persoll or agency wholll Ule board detel'lliincs 
12 has all illtercst. ill or inforlllation rciutillg to the welfarc of Ule 
13 child[, which lllay iuclude the telullorary caretaker]" 
13A Tile wriliell floticc shall illforlll thc paSQ11 of /iis right to attcnd 
l3B tllc re1.'icw alld shall be prcpared ill a malillCl" which will encourage 
13c the pcrsoll's aUcndaliCc at thc reviclt"" 
14 Noticc to tILe child may be u"ait:ed by tier. board 0/1 a case by 
15 case basis cithcr 011 its OWl! 1II0tioll or Oil the pditiuT/. of allY of 
16 tile abovc ZJcrSOIlS ill- cascii u"lIere tile lloal'd detcrmines Ileat IIOt ice 
17 · ... Juld be harmful to the chiltZ. II"hell notice is INlit:ed, the board 
17A shull ill/orm the court 0/ this actioll in its /"('port to the COllrt. 
18 The board shall conduct u               and lUake recolluuemlutiOl:S 
19 based upon the writtell Illateriuls j provided, howc\"er, that tlle 
20 hOlud IIIIlY afford any party or person an opportullity to appeal" 
21 before it if the uoard feels that such an appearance will assist it 
22 in conducting its review or lIIakiug its recommcndations" Upcm 
23 the request u/ tllc board, thc juvenile alld domestic ,"elations court 
24 ,uay subpcna a person to attclld thc revicw boa,.d IIIceti7lg. 
1 5. Scetioll 11 of P. L. lUii, c" 424 (C. 30:4C-GO) is amended to 
2 read as follows: 
3 11. Within 10 days after the completion of such re\"ie\\'", the uoard 
4 shall 61l1,mit a written report to Ule jll\"Cnile aud domestic rela-
5 tions court and th9 divisioll. Su('h report !:hall offer OIlC of the 
6                           findings, stat iug till' specific l"eaSOIiS th!'refor: 
7 a. That return of the child to his parent or legal guardwn is in 
8 tile child's best interest j 
9 b.                 cOlltiuucJ placement outside of 1hs horue is in the child's 













































vid/'i i.n sectioll 9 of P. 1.. 19'17, r.. 434 (r. !10:4C-58) alld is appro-
prinle Cor nl(> chili\'$IIl'I'tlll: 
c. 'I'huL contillul'd )1lnr(>II1(,lIt outllio(' of the hOIll£! is in tlll' rhild's 
best jlllcl'('st, but that thl! plllCt!lIlt'lIt pl:lll does 'lot                   tIle ----- --- ---------------cdtuta l;"ovidl'd ill sf'ctiull 9 flf P. [ •. 1977, c. 42.1 (C. 30:-lC-58) and 
is not                               for the child's 1It!c:ds; 
d. Thnt t1l(> initintioll of PI'oc(,pi\illgS fo\' the tP.l·lIIinution of 
parental rights ill order to free the child fur adoption is ill the 
child's best iuterest. 
I" additioll to tlte {illdiJlg, the bonrd               $If1te the '·c·aso"s a'id 
additiolla( factors it deellls ap1,rowiatr. to cxpiui-n           c()llciusio,lS. 
WIICII allY claaliOc ill the pia" or                       of tlte child is ,'ecom-
meJlded, tile board shall .'1tate its s}Jrci{ic recomlllcnciations and tILe 
fc"tuul basis thcrefor. 
G. Section 12 of P. L. 197i, c. 424 (C. 30:4C...(jl) is anwnded to 
read as follows: 
12. a. Upon re\'iew of the hoal'd's rr.port. the juvenile lind 
domestic l'elations court shall issuc all order concerning the child's 
placeJllent which it                                               Sf'TVC the interellts of the child. 
'1'Jle court shall either: 
(1) Order the return of the child to his pnrents or legal guardinu; 
(2) Order contiuucd plurelllellt ill accordance with the plac.emellt 
plnn cUrJ'ently ill cffeet; 
(3) Order continul'd placement ill accordance with a new plnce· 
mcnt plnn to bt.' de\'eloped by the division witltill 30 days and 
[uJlpro\"ed by the court.]                             to fhe cOllrt for approval. 
l'lIe ,,(all shall be reviewed btl tltr. board tt"itlli" 30 days; or 
(4) Order contiuued plac!!T1Ient RIICll'eeOlllJncud thnt the division 
initiate                         to tenninate parentnl rights in order to free 
the child for adoption. 
h. III reviewing the report, the court may request. that, where 
available, any \\'\"ittl!ll 01" ornl illformaticm                             to the boa.rd 
he Jlrovided to the court. 'rhp rOllrt shall make a llctcrmillation 
1lased uII011 the report allli Bny other information hefare it; pro· 
\'itll'd, ho\\,c\'l'r, that if: 
(1) The court lias before it conflicting stnt(,JIIl'nts of material 
fact which it rallllot resolvl' without n hearing; or 
(2) A pnrty elititlf'Cl to )InJ·tiripatf' in thl! proceedillgs 1'cqu('sls 
      hearing; or 
(3) 'I'he COUl·t eOJlcludp.s thllt till! interrst of justi('(! r('quire thnt 
a Jlrari IIg lie held; 
the COllrt may srhc.lul.· a SUI111Jl1ll1'                        
c. Notice of such I/rarillg, illrln.ling 11 !'=IRteJnpnt of the disposi-
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3n tionlll aJlI'Tnllli\"('s of th,· 1'0111'1, lihnll hI' pro\'ic1NIllt least 30 ,lays in 
:U 1I!1\'an('(' 10 tbp following [paTlil's, l':1rh of \\"11(1111 !<hnll hl' entitled 
      to pnl'li('ipatl! in the                                                    
        (1) The ui\'isioll; 
34 (2) 1'h(l child; 
3::; (:i) The ehilil'l; parents or Icgul                          
36 (4) The I'cvir.u; Iwa I'd; and 
37 (5) The teml107'al',II cal'etaker, 
37A The                           child, child's                     01' "','/111 !1//flrtiifln alld reviet/} 
:Hu' board                 b(' entitled to participate ill II", 1'/'OI'I!f'dill,Q, 
3S Th(l cnurt Illar also )'1!4Ul'sl udditional inforlllation frolll uny 
39 oUII·r persons or                         wlli"h till.' eOUl'1 cletel'/Ili I,I'S hnli all 
40 inll'J'('l'1 ill or inforlllatioll                       to the wclfnn' of til<' ('\Iild[, 
41 whi('h lllay illcludc the                           ('al'ctllk!'I'] which IIIfI!1 inrll/de 
4h tlle teJlll/orary caretaker. 
42 rI. rllt! Clltlrt shall sf'I,d a mIl.'! of           Md"r cOI/(:el'lIill.Q t1,c child's 
43 pl(lct'",ellt to all persollS listed itt su/JrrdiOl' r, of this srctiOI! ex· 
44 r.epf. that, if 1I0Uce to tbr child of 'he board '"rvimt' Icas ll'aitlr.t1 
45 lJt1.I'SlIOllt to se.clion 10 of P. L, 1.977, c. ·124 (C. 30:4(!-59), ti,e rourt 
46 mny ll'oit1e a,e requirement of sel/dill,q a copy of its order fo l1,e 
47 child. 
48 e, AllY person tdlo reech'es n COP.'I o.f Il,,, {"ollrt nrdcl' sllall 
49 rom1,Iy 7l'ith the COlljidrlltinlil.ll 1'/',!lIirCII/Cllts                                 OJI 11,(' 
50 SIII/reme CO'lIrt for tile                       of               ""f, 
1 7. Srction 13 of p, L, HI;i, (', 424 (C,                       is mnclI!h·d tll 
2 rcad as follows: 
3 ]3, 'fhel'c is heJ'l!hy                                   n Chilr1 PhWI!II1Cllt .'\cl\'isory 
4 Cuullcil to c:olIsist of 0111' 1:J('lJIbel' frolll (,{Ieh of the child plncC'lIIcut 
5-6 rcview boal'ds to Ill. seler\('d 1lI11111aliy hy the chairlllull of c3ch 
7 re\'iew hoarcl, Till' Aclllliui!'tmti\'(' OOk(· of til(' Courts             pl'ovide 
8 the council with rrasollahlt· and                             adlllillisiralit'c alld 
9 clcri('al supporl ser\"iccs nlld                 reillllmr,w' the me./I/bcrs of tile 
10 cOI/Ucii for "f'n,<umabie alld                                              .. illctlrrrd ill tire 
11 pt!rforma."cl' of Ilreir oOicial                     It shnll he thE' rC'spollsihility 
12 of thC' ('onncillo: 
13 R. Ad\'isl' tlw Supremc Court with respect to the issuance of 
14 rllll·s p;o\'(lrninp; tll(l out                                                   and practices of thc 
15 rc\'icw hoards; 
16 h, Rc\'iew the policies,                               allCl procl'duJ'cs of the division 
17 willI res)ll'ct to til('                               III' chilun'lI ; 
18 c. Monitor :J1II1 c\'alualc' the effccti'"I'IIl'ss of this net ill promoting-
19 the wrlrare of childrcn placed olll!';idl! their ho III l'. These nctitlitics 
20 fllCIY be CI/rried Ollt through the r('glllar ,'nllrdiull of ,Inla from each 










































d, Ad\'ilw till' SUPI'I'IIII! Coul'l with n'sppel to till' l'stnhli!<hlllpJlt 
of guid(!liJll's und procedures for the                       of placcment review 
board Ull'lJI hel'S ; 
e. A(h'isl' thll SUJlI'CIIII' Court witll rcspcct 10 th(! estnhlislnlll'lIt 
of rl!JllIrti:IF __                           to be                                                                          ______ _ 
the pro\'isiOIl of da!;, for till! 1'\'UIUq,tiOIl of this act; 
f. Mn);:e 1111 :Jllllunl report 011 th,! eff"pti\'l'III'SS I)f till' illlplclllelllll-
lioll of this act to the SUPI'I'III(' COUI't, the 00\'1'1'1101' aud till' Lcgis-
IlltUl'l' and such otlll'r rPIJorts as it lJIur lip.l!1I1 proper 01' ns lJIay 
,hI' reqt1l!stl'r) frolll tillle to lillie hy Ih(' Suprcmc Cuurt, the 00\'-
erllor or the                              
R. Sectioll       of P. I.. 1!li7, c.           is allll'lIded to read as follows: 
18. This act shall la\;(. ,!ff('ct 120 ,lay"                           (,IIUCII1ll'III. hnt 
admillistrnti\'1' 1\(!liolls 01' n)'jlOilltlllC'uts                               to p.fipcluatp ill'l 
IlurJlosp.!; IIII1Y ),e In),1'1I illlllll'lliatPly[, and s' all p.x)lil'l! on .Tune :m 
                            the third unniwl'sliry of tIll' cffccti\'(' liulp]. 
        (New sl!ction) 'I'hc rllild PlacclIIent Arh'i!<oI'Y Connci) IIIllY 
ae('cpt fro III nny gO\'PI'llIIwnta) cJepnl'tmcllt or agl'lIcy. 11lIhlic 01' 
prh'ste hody or any otll!!r source, grollts or contl'ihutiolls to III! 
u!'l!d fol' c:lI'l'yillg out its rel'lponsihilities 1I1Idl'l' P. L. 1!1;;, c. 42·1 
(C. 30 :40-50 et s('q.). 
10. (Xc\\' l'ectioll) ""hell u child is Illac('(1 ill a hOllle for the 
pUr)lllSe of adoptioll. till' division 811:111 lIutify th!' "Ollllty juwlIih' 
nud domestic rC!IUlions l'OUl'l ill                     (If         pllll'elllcllt. UpOJI 
recl'illt of tlll' Jloticc, t1w hoard shall JlOt. schr>dule further re\'ir.\\'s 
of the case UIIIl.'sl:i: 
n. The child is rCIllO\'('I1 1'1'0111 lh(' odopti\'e hOllle: 
h. Thc cOllllllainl for adolltioll was 1I0t fileu within R lIIollths of 
the lllacemcnt and the filillg' oj' the cOlllplaillt is not imminent; or 
c. Tllc pIail'for'lhe'child was llIodilll'cl Sll thnt iIlUlll!lliatr. adoptioll 
by Ule stated mlopli\'e parlmts 110 10llgN' is thl! goal. 
'I')II! division shall selld the eoul't and the hoard a slalns report 
on the casc cvery 4 months. WIlen a complaint for ndoption has 
hl'en filed, thc divisioll shall inforlll the court nlld 110 furthC!r                
                          shall Ill' held while that nction is Ilcnding, Upun nolirC! 
tbat a judgment of adoption has been ellterl'd in Superior Court, 
thC' juvp.llill' amI cllllllCl'llir relation/:i eOllrt shall .!ismis!! IIIC' l'omp)uint 
11OI':ml1111 to sertillll 4 or P. L. 10;i, ('. 424: (C. :iO:4C-!i3). 
n. There is appropl'ialed $[10,000,00 In I'tTrrtuatp the purposl'l' 
of tbis act. 
12. Tbis Rct sh"l1 take effect imnl!!"illt!!)y, 
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STATEMENT 
1.'he Child Plllcement RCl"iew Act wus t"ll:lctl:d in 1977 to estab-
lisll 11 "rsll'm of aelmin"istmtive anef ,ll1l1h'ial l'cdc\T' of cluldren 
placed outside of their hornl!s b) the l'5latL' Di"j",ioll of Youth and 
Family Services, The purpose of the I"l",il'w is to ensure appro-
priate pla('ement and planning which is ill the bcst interests of the 
child, 
',,"hen the bill was enacted it was not knowl, whetller all of its 
pro\-isions would be beneficial for cLildl'l'\l in placement: thl'reCore, 
the act '\\'as gil"cn an e:s:piration date of JUIIC :m, 1982 and the 
Joint Institutions, Henltll and Welfm'e l'tlllllnitlee and the Child 
Placement Ad\'isory Council (creatl'd i;y the act) were cllarged 
with the J"l!spolisihility or l"l!vicwill;; iJllpll'llIlmtatioJl ami l"CCOIll-
mending to the Legislature wllether tilt' nt't "hould be extended ill 
its present or an amended form, or whctllcl' It shoulll be pennitted 
to expire. 
This bill is based on the recommendatio1H; of the Ad,-isory Council 
which has carefully monitored implementatioll of the !lCt. The bill 
extends the act indefinitely and amcnd!> mriou:; :;ccl.iolls of the act 
to improvc the functioning and strengthen thc I'ole of the re,-ie\\' 
boards ul;d the Advisory Council. The hill mal.es the following 
major cbauges in the la'\\' : 
1. 'fhe number of re\;ew boards ill each county shall uc basell 
on the number of re\'iews conducted in tht' l:ounty ruthel' than the 
number of jUtlges in the county (section :!); 
2, The Juvenile and Domestic Helatiolls Court in cach coullty 
and the Admillistrati\'c Office of the Courts               be required to 
pm\'ille administrnth'e support scrvices, I!!o-                 ('leri('al support, 
to thr. county review boards and Ad"isory Council, respectively 
(sectiom 2 and 7) i and 
3, 'fhe revie\v board is given the                       to waive the require. 
ment to notify a child of a review if it lIetcrmincs that it would not 
be in the child's best illtcr(!l>ts to he Ilotified (st!ction 4), 
Other amendments provide that: cllillln·n !'\lbject to rcview shall 
include those ill county shelters and illdc)lPudellt liviug arrange, 
ments; the assignment judge in each                 ilia), appoint up to 
two nlternate members to each re\'iew hu:ml: 1"I.!\'iew board mem-
ht'I'!' "kIll attend initial                                       wilhiu Ii months of their 
appointment t.o the board j the dh-ision :;llall               its plncement 
plnn to the board "ithiri 45 days of th,. initial rourt order; the 
r('\'ic\\' hoarel shaH continue to review             of J)l'l"sons over 18            
of agt' who nre still under fliP                             ,:upel"\'isioll: upon thc 
rnql1(1st of I,hll honrd, the (',ourt may Tr.qnirp pr.rsons to nttend 
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a review board meeting; the review board shall find that a place-
ment plun is notapproIlriate when the                   listed ill section 9 
oC Ole law are not satisfied; the dh'ision shall prepare a new place-
ment plan within 30 days when the                                                                                        _____ _ 
ment with a new plan j the court sholl notify amI permit the attend-
ance of review board members at COUlt lll!uI'ings j the Adwinistra-
tive Office of the Courts shall reimburse Acl\'isory Council members 
for expenses; the role of the Advisory Council with respect to 
,monitoring tbe effectiveness of the oct shall include regular col-
lection of data from counties; the Ad\'isol')' Council may accept 
grants or contributions from public 01' pl'i\'ate sources to carry 
out its responsibilities under the act j aud                   time frames shall 
apply to actions of the review board ond tile Dh'ision of Youth and 
Family Services when a child is placed ill II }Iome for the purpose 
of adoption, 
